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OPINION 401 


SUPPRESSION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS OF THE 
GENERIC NAME “ COLYMBUS ” LINNAEUS, 1758, 
AND ADDITION TO THE “OFFICIAL LIST OF 
GENERIC NAMES IN ZOOLOGY ” OF THE 
GENERIC NAMES “ GAVIA ” FORSTER, 1788, 
AND “PODICEPS” LATHAM, 1787 (CLASS 
AYES) 


RULING:—(1) The following action is hereby taken 
under the Plenary Powers:— 

(a) The generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, is 

hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Law of 
Priority but not for those of the Law of 
Homonymy. 

(b) All uses of the generic name Gavia prior to Gavia 

Forster, 1788, are hereby suppressed for the 
purposes both of the Law of Priority and of the 
Law of Homonymy. 

(c) All type selections hitherto made for the under¬ 

mentioned nominal genera are hereby set aside 
and the species specified below are hereby 
designated to be the type species of the genera 
concerned:— 

(i) Colymbus immer Brunnich, 1764, to be the 

type species of the genus Gavia Forster, 
1788; 

(ii) Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, to be the 

type species of the genus Podiceps Latham, 
1787. 

(2) The under-mentioned generic names are hereby 
placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology 
with the Name Nos. 992 and 993 respectively:— 

(a) Gavia Forster, 1788, as validated under the Plenary 
Powers under (l)(b) above (gender: feminine) 
(type species, by designation under the Plenary 
Powers under (l)(c)(i) above: Colymbus immer 
Brtinnich, 1764); 
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(b ) Podiceps Latham, 1787 (gender: masculine) (type 
species, by designation under the Plenary Powers 
under (l)(c)(ii) above: Colymbus cristatus Lin¬ 
naeus, 1758). 

(3) The under-mentioned specific names are hereby 
placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology 
with the Name Nos. 699 and 700 respectively:— 

(a) cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the 

combination Colymbus cristatus (specific name of 
type species of Podiceps Latham, 1787); 

(b) immer Brunnich, 1764, as published in the combina¬ 

tion Colymbus immer (specific name of type 
species of Gavia Forster, 1788). 


(4) The under-mentioned generic names are hereby 
placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Nos. severally 
specified below:— 

(a) Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, as suppressed under the 

Plenary Powers under (l)(a) above (Name No. 
418); 

(b) Colymbus Paetel, 1875 (a junior homonym of 

Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758) (Name No. 419); 

(c) Colymbus Hadding, 1913 (a junior homonym of 

Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758) (Name No. 420); 

(d) Gavia Brisson, 1760, as suppressed under the 

Plenary Powers under (l)(b) above (Name No. 

421) ; 

(e) Gavia Gmelin (S.G.), 1770, as suppressed under the 

Plenary Powers under (l)(b) above (Name No. 

422) ; 

(f) Gavia, all other uses of, as a generic name prior to 

Gavia Forster, 1788 (usages suppressed under the 
Plenary Powers under (l)(b) above) (Name 
No. 423); 
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(g) Gavia Oken, 1816 (a junior homonym of Gavia 

Forster, 1788) (Name No. 424); 

(h) Gavia Boie, 1822 (a junior homonym of Gavia 

Forster, 1788) (Name No. 425); 

(i) Gavia Gloger, 1842 (a junior homonym of Gavia 

Forster, 1788) (Name No. 426). 


I.—THE STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Among the documents transferred in 1938 to the custody of 
Mr. Francis Hemming, following his election as Secretary to the 
Commission, were a number of papers which showed that in 
1926 the late Dr. Witmer Stone ( Academy of Natural Sciences 
of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, U.S.A .) had submitted to the 
Commission a request for a Ruling as to the species to be accepted 
as the type species of the genus Colymhus Linnaeus, 1758, but 
that no progress had been made in the consideration of this 
matter. At the Session held by the Commission in Paris in 1948 
Mr. Hemming brought this case before the Commission in a 
paper numbered I.C.(48)19 in which, after drawing attention to 
the need for a determined drive to secure a decision on this 
important but admittedly controversial case, he suggested that 
as a first step an effort should be made to secure for the Com¬ 
mission an objective survey of the position in this matter under 
the Regies, for even on questions of fact there was at that time 
no agreement among specialists. The following is an extract 
of the relevant portion of the paper referred to above (Hemming, 
1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 3 : 137—138):— 

(7) Type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1750 {Class Aves): This case 
has been on the books of the Commission for over twenty years, and 
the only reason why it was not settled long ago was that, whatever 
decision was taken, it was certain that that decision would displease 
some section of ornithologists. As the result of this cowardly action 
on the part of the Commission, the situation has become more difficult, 
rather than less difficult. It is essential, therefore, that a decision 
should be taken with the least possible delay. Owing to the fact that 
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there is a wide divergence of practice in this case, one group of workers 
taking as the type of this genus a species which is the type of one family 
and another group a species which is the type of another family, 
nothing would be gained by the use of the Plenary Powers. It seems 
to me, therefore, that the proper course is to determine definitely what 
is the type species of this genus under the Regies and to render an 
Opinion giving the answer. Owing to the divergence of practice 
referred to above, this is not a matter on which it is possible to obtain 
any material assistance from ornithologists, for all the specialists 
concerned are committed in their own work to one view or the other. 
It is accordingly proposed that, in view of the negative results obtained 
from the consultations carried out since the Lisbon Session of the 
Commission, the Secretary to the Commission should be instructed 
to prepare for the consideration of the Commission an objective 
statement of this case, together with his conclusion as to the type 
species of this genus on a strict application of the Regies , that an 
immediate vote should be taken on this statement when it is available 
and that, on the completion of the voting, an Opinion setting out the 
decision of the Commission should be published, the genus Colymbus 
being at the same time placed on the Official List , with whatever 
species the Commission may have found to be the type under the 
Regies. (Z.N.(S.)78.) I recommend also that the Commission should 
place on record their disapproval of the use of delay as a means of 
avoiding difficult decisions and their determination in future to provide 
an answer without fear or favour in regard to every matter submitted 
to them for decision. 

2. Decision on the procedure to be followed in the further 
handling of the present case taken by the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature at Paris in 1948: The question of 
the type species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, was 
considered by the Commission at the Thirteenth Meeting of its 
Session held in Paris in 1948. The following is an extract from 
the Official Record of the Commission’s Proceedings at the 
foregoing Session setting out the decision then taken as to the 
procedure to be followed in the further handling of the present 
case (Paris Session, 13th Meeting, Conclusion 8) (1950, Bull, 
zool. Nomencl. 4 : 362):— 

THE COMMISSION:— 

(1) agreed:— 

(a) that it was important that a decision on the question 

of the type species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758 (Class Aves), should be taken with the least 
possible further delay; 

(b) that, in order to assist the Commission in taking a 

decision on the foregoing question, the delay in the 
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consideration of which had been due less to its 
intrinsic difficulty than to its controversial character, 
it was desirable that the Commission should be 
furnished with a report on the issues involved 
prepared by a zoologist who was an authority on 
nomenclature but was not himself an ornithologist 
and who therefore had not had to prejudge this 
question in the course of his own work; 

(2) in view of (l)(b) above, invited Commissioner Francis 

Hemming to examine the question of what species was 
under the Regies the type species of the genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758 (Class Aves), and to furnish a Report 
thereon at the earliest possible moment; 

(3) agreed to examine the issues involved and to reach a 

decision thereon immediately upon receipt of the Report 
referred to in (2) above. 


At the same time the Commission placed on record its disapproval of 
the unnecessary delays which had been allowed to occur in reaching a 
decision on the present case and placed on record its determination to 
avoid all delays of this kind in dealing with cases in future (1950, 
Bull zooL Nomencl 4: 363). 


3. Report submitted by Mr. Francis Hemming in 1950 in 
response to the request addressed to him by the Commission at 
Paris in 1948: When Mr. Hemming came to prepare the Report 
on the present case asked for by the Commission at its Session 
held in Paris in 1948 (paragraph 2 above), he found that the 
discussion of certain of the component problems involved could 
not be completed until the Official Record of the Proceedings of 
the Commission and the Section on Nomenclature in Paris in 
1948 had been officially approved. These Records were settled 
in January 1950 and on 9th February of that year Mr. Hemming 
completed the Report asked for. This Report was not immediately 
submitted to the Commission, for, as explained in the Supple¬ 
mentary Report reproduced in paragraph 5 of the present Opinion 
an indication received at that time suggested that there was a 
chance that following the then forthcoming meeting at Uppsala 
of the Tenth International Ornithological Congress ornithologists 
might themselves combine to submit to the Commission an 
application which, if not commanding the unanimous support 
of all workers, would nevertheless have the backing of a large 
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and representative group of specialists in different parts of the 
world. Mr. Hemming’s Report of February 1950 was eventually 
published in October 1952 after the receipt of the application 
from the Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature 
appointed in June 1950 by the International Ornithological 
Congress (paragraph 4 below), which owed its origin to his 
discussions which had taken place at the Uppsala Congress (see 
paragraph 7 below), Mr. Hemming’s Report was as follows :— 


REPORT ON THE TYPE SPECIES OF THE NOMINAL GENUS 
“COLYMBUS” LINNAEUS, 1758, PREPARED BY 
MR. FRANCIS HEMMING IN RESPONSE TO 
AN INVITATION BY THE THIRTEENTH 
INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS OF 
ZOOLOGY, PARIS, 1948 


To:— 

The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

28 Park Village East, 
Regent’s Park, 

London, N.W.l. 

9th February 1950 

In compliance with the request addressed to me as 44 a zoologist 
who was an authority on nomenclature but was not himself an 
ornithologist and who therefore had not had to prejudge the question 
in the course of his own work ” by the Section on Nomenclature of the 
Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology, Paris, 1948 (1950, Bull, 
zool. Nomencl. 5: 104—105), a request later confirmed, with other 
recommendations submitted by the Section on Nomenclature and by 
the International Commission, by the International Congress in 
Plenary Session (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 5: 131), I have the honour 
to submit the following Report on 44 the question of the nominal species 
which, under the Regies , is the type species of the genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758 (Class Aves).” 

2. When the foregoing invitation was extended to me, the urgency 
of the problem remitted to me for examination was strongly stressed 
by the International Commission. I accordingly began this investiga¬ 
tion as soon as possible after the close of the Paris Congress. In 
consequence, the first draft of the present Report was completed some 
time ago. It has not however been possible for me until now to 
complete and sign this Report, for it was necessary to wait until the 
Official Record of Proceedings at Paris both of the International 
Commission and of the Section on Nomenclature of the Congress had 
been approved in the prescribed manner, since it was essential in the 


OPINION 401 


9 


present Report at certain points to be able to quote from the Official 
Record passages containing decisions which had a direct bearing upon 
the problem remitted to me for report. Now, however, that the 
Official Record in question has been finally approved and is in page 
proof and I am in consequence in a position to quote the passages in 
question, I have completed my Report which I now submit for 
consideration. 

3. Arrangement of the present Report : In the present Report I first 
examined Article 30 of the Regies , the Article which governs the fixing 
of type species of nominal genera. Having thus established under 
which of the Rules in Article 30 the type species of the nominal genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, falls to be determined, I examined in turn the 
claims which at different times have been advanced on behalf of various 
authors for recognition as the author by whom the type species of this 
nominal genus was determined. I have not thought it either necessary 
or desirable to quote from the numerous papers which at different 
times have been published on this subject, in view especially of the 
fact that much of the argument adduced in the earlier of these papers 
is beside the point, those arguments being based upon the assumed 
existence of a “ Law of Elimination,” a method for determining the 
type species of genera which, as is well known, had a considerable vogue 
prior to the adoption in 1901 of the present Regies , in which, however, 
such a provision found no place (see paragraph 16 below). 


I. QUESTION OF THE RULE IN ARTICLE 30 UNDER WHICH 
THE TYPE SPECIES OF THE NOMINAL GENUS 
66 COLYMBUS” LINNAEUS, 1758, WAS 
DETERMINED 

4. The nature of the provisions in Article 30 relating to the deter¬ 
mination of the type species of nominal genera : Article 30, the Article 
in the Regies which governs the determination of the type species of 
nominal genera, contains a series of Rules for the foregoing purpose 
and prescribes that these Rules are to be applied successively. Thus, 
in order to make a start in determining the type species of any given 
nominal genus, it is necessary to examine the position of that nominal 
genus in relation to each Rule in turn, for it is not until it has been 
established that the type species of such a genus was not determined 
under any of the preceding Rules that the position of that genus in 
relation to any of the later Rules has any relevance whatever. Accord¬ 
ingly, in the present part of this Report, I examine the position of the 
nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, in relation to each successive 
Rule in Article 30 for the purpose of ascertaining which of those Rules 
is applicable to that generic name. 
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5. Rule (a) (type species by original designation) : Rule (a) provides 
that, where the original author of a generic name himself designates a 
nominal species as the type species of the nominal genus so named, 
that action is final. When in 1758 Linnaeus published the Tenth 
Edition of the Systema Naturae , he did not designate type species for 
any of the nominal genera which he then established, for at that time 
the need for nomenclatorial purposes of such a concept as that of a 
“ type species ” for a nominal genus had not been recognised. Accord¬ 
ingly, Linnaeus did not in 1758 himself designate a type species for the 
nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus. Rule (a) in Article 30 has therefore 
no bearing on the present case. 

6. Rule (b) (type species by indication through the use of the words 
64 typicus ” or 64 typus ” as the trivial name of one of the included 
species) : None of the nominal species referred by Linnaeus to his 
genus Colymbus bore as its trivial name either the word “ typicus ” or 
the word “ typus.” Rule ( b ) has therefore no bearing on this case. 

7. Rule (c) (type species by monotypy) : Linnaeus placed more than 
one nominal species in the genus Colymbus. This genus is therefore 
not monotypical, and Rule (c) has, in consequence, no relevance to this 
case. 

8. Rule (d) (type species by absolute tautonymy) : None of the 
nominal species referred by Linnaeus to the genus bore as its trivial 
name the word “ colymbus .” In its simplest form Rule ( d ) therefore 
does not apply to the present case. Nor does this Rule so apply under 
either of the tv/o extensions made by Opinions 16 and 18 respectively 
(for the current application of the former of which see 1950, Bull, 
zool. Nomencl. 4: 154, and for the latter, ibid. 4 : 153). For none of the 
nominal species cited by Linnaeus as belonging to the genus Colymbus 
either (1) was then cited with a synonym consisting of a pre-1758 
univerbal specific name consisting of the word “ Colymbus ” ( Opinion 
16) or (2) possesses a synonym having, as its trivial name, the word 
“ colymbus ” (Opinion 18). 

9. Rule (e) : The application of the term “ Rule ” to this provision 
is a misnomer, for it does not provide a test for determining the type 
species to be applied after Rule (d) and before Rule (/). All that this 
provision does is to deny eligibility for consideration as candidates for 
the status of type species to three classes of nominal species, namely 
(a) nominal species not included in the nominal genus concerned at the 
time when its name was first published; (b) nominal species which 
were species inquirendae from the standpoint of the author of the 
generic name concerned; (c) nominal species which were only doubt¬ 
fully referred to the genus concerned by the author of the name of that 
genus. None of the species referred by Linnaeus in 1758 to the genus 
Colymbus was a species inquirenda from his standpoint, nor was any of 
those species only doubtfully referred by him to that genus. Accord- 
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inelv neither the second nor the third of the provisions contained in 
the so-called Rule (<?) has any bearing on the question of the type species 
of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758. The first of these provisions 
(that which excludes from eligibility as type species any species not 
placed in a given genus by the original author of the generic name 
concerned), especially as clarified by the International Congress of 
Zoology in 1948 (as to which see paragraph 22 below), does, as will be 
seen in later parts of this Report, have an important bearing upon the 
validity of the arguments that-have been advanced by some ot those 
who have taken part in the discussion regarding the species to be 
accepted as the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758. 


10 Rule (f) (type species (i) of a nominal genus established to provide 
a name for an older nominal genus possessing an invalid name and 
(ii) of a nominal genus the name of which has been replaced for the 
foregoing reason) : The generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, was 
not published as a substitute for the name of an older nominal genus, 
nor has this name ever been replaced on the ground that it was invalid. 
Thus, Rule (/) has no bearing upon the present case. 


11. Rule (g) (type species by subsequent selection) : Having now 
examined in turn each of the Rules in Article 30 lettered {a) to (/) 
(both inclusive) and found that none of them is applicable to the name 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, we are left only with Rule (g), the last of the 
mandatory provisions in the foregoing Article. We see therefore that, 
in order to ascertain what is the type species of the nominal genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, it is necessary to ascertain by reference to 
the literature which of the species included in this genus by Linnaeus 
in 1758 was first selected to be the type species in a manner which 
satisfies the requirements of Article 30 of the Regies . 


TT EXAMINATION OF THE CLAIMS ADVANCED ON BEHALF 
OF CERTAIN AUTHORS FOR RECOGNITION AS HAVING, 
AT SPECIFIED DATES, BEEN THE FIRST AUTHOR 
VALIDLY TO SELECT A TYPE SPECIES FOR 
THE NOMINAL GENUS “ COLYMBUS 
LINNAEUS, 1758 

12. In the present Section I examine first the conditions which under 
Rule (g) in Article 30 must be satisfied in order to qualify the action of 
any given author to rank as constituting a valid selection of a type 
species for a nominal genus, the type species of which has not been 
determined under any of the earlier Rules in the foregoing Article In 
the light of the survey so made, I then examine, in turn, the clai 
which have at different times been advanced for the recognition of 
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particular authors as having, on specified dates, been the first author 
validly to select a type species for the nominal genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758. 


(a) Provisions relating to the selection by an author of a type species 
for a given nominal genus prescribed in Rule (g) in Article 30 
of the 66 Regies 99 and associated provisions 

13. In order both to shorten and to simplify the later consideration 
of the claims which have been advanced in favour of the recognition of 
particular authors as having at specified dates been the first author 
validly to select a type species for the nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758,1 examine in the following paragraphs the conditions which must 
be satisfied in order to qualify the action of any given author for 
recognition as constituting a valid type selection under the Regies. 
This review appears to me essential, not only because in some of the 
arguments which have been advanced in regard to the type species of 
the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, those provisions have been mis¬ 
understood or even disregarded, but also because prior to 1948 some 
of the provisions concerned contained serious ambiguities which have 
now been removed as the result of decisions taken by the Thirteenth 
International Congress of Zoology at its meeting held in Paris in that 
year. The provisions of which it is necessary to take note are seven in 
number. Of these provisions the first consists of a qualification directly 
inserted into Rule (g) in Article 30 at the time (Boston, 1907) when that 
Article in its present form was inserted in the Regies: the second and 
third follow from interpretations of Rule (g) given by the Commission 
in Opinions rendered by the International Commission prior to 1939, 
each of which either in its original, or in some clarified, form was 
incorporated into the Regies by the International Congress of Zoology 
in 1948; the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh of these provisions all 
relate to matters on which prior to 1948 the meaning of the Regies was 
in doubt and on which authoritative clarifications were in that year 
provided by the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology. 


(/) Provisions relating to the selection of the type species of a nominal 
genus contained in Rule (g) in Article 30 in the form in which 
that Article existed prior to July 1948 

14. The expression “ select the type species 99 : Rule (g) in Article 30, 
as that Article stood prior to July 1948, provided that, where the type 
species of a given nominal genus had not been determined under any 
of the preceding Rules in that Article, its type species should be the 
first of the originally included species to be so selected by a subsequent 
author. This provision was accompanied by the following interpreta¬ 
tion of the meaning to be attached to the expression 46 select the type ” 
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(an expression amended to “ select the type species ” by the Thirteenth 
International Congress of Zoology—see 1950, Bull . zool. Nomencl. 4: 
300): “ The meaning of the expression ‘ select the type ’ is to be rigidly 
construed. Mention of a species as an illustration or example does 
not constitute a selection of a type.” 


(//') Provisions relating to the selection of the type species of a nominal 
genus originally promulgated in “ Opinions ” rendered by 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature and 
in 1948 incorporated into the “ Regies ” either in their original 
or in a modified form 

15. The Opinions relating to the interpretation of Rule (g) in Article 
30 rendered by the International Commission on Zoological Nomen¬ 
clature prior to the meeting held in Paris in 1948 which have a bearing 
upon the present case are Opinions 6 and 62. The rulings given in these 
Opinions are discussed in the two immediately following paragraphs. 

16. The so-called 66 Law of Elimination ” not recognised in the 
6 ‘Regies” as a mandatory provision: Prior to the international 
regulation of zoological nomenclature (through the adoption of the 
present Regies by the Fifth International Congress of Zoology at Berlin 
in 1901) zoologists possessed no authoritative guide as to how they 
should proceed when they desired to split up a previously established 
genus, save in those cases where the original author of the generic name 
concerned had himself specified a type species for the genus so named. 
For, although the concept of a “ type species ” in relation to genera 
was generally accepted, there was no agreement as how to apply that 
concept in relation to nominal genera established without designated 
type species, for example, nominal genera, other than monotypical 
genera, established by Linnaeus and other authors of later date. 
Authors were forced therefore to make a choice for themselves as to 
how they should proceed in this matter. The result, as was inevitable, 
was that there was the greatest diversity of practice: some authors 
applied rules similar to those later embodied in the present Rule (g) 
in Article 30, under which the species first selected to be the type species 
of a given genus was accepted as such; others accepted as the type 
species the first of any series of species placed in a given nominal genus 
by its author (the so-called “ chef de file ” system); others adopted a 
system under which it was assumed that, whenever an author on 
taxonomic grounds removed a species from a given previously 
established nominal genus by placing it in some other nominal genus, 
the species so removed ceased to be eligible to become the type species 
of the genus from which it had been removed; in this way, it was 
argued, the field from which a type species could be selected was 
gradually narrowed until finally either only one of the original species 
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was left in the genus and that species automatically became the type 
species or until some author selected as the type species of the genus 
one of the originally included species which had not yet been removed 
from that genus on taxonomic grounds. This method of determining 
the type species of a genus was known as the “ Law of Elimination.” 
Theoretically, this system possessed advantages over any other system, 
for, if it could have been applied, in a uniform manner, it would have 
avoided the confusing transfers of generic names from one genus to 
another which have often resulted from the acceptance as the type 
species of a genus of the first originally included species to be so 
selected. Unfortunately, however, insuperable difficulties were often 
encountered in applying this superficially simple rule owing to 
differences of opinion among specialists as to what action did or did 
not constitute the removal of a species from a given genus. The 
result was that, far from providing the stability which had been hoped 
for, this so-called “ Law ” often resulted in the adoption by specialists 
of totally different views as to the type species of any given genus. 
This method of determining the type species of a genus had the further 
weakness that its application was extremely laborious involving the 
examination of the entire literature of any group before a type- 
determination could even be attempted and thus placed a premium 
upon bibliographical investigations as contrasted with zoological 
investigations. It was for these reasons that, when the present Regies 
were adopted, the “ Law of Elimination ” was given no place in the 
mandatory provisions embodied in Article 30. The only concession 
then granted to this former unofficial “ Law ” was the insertion in the 
non-mandatory “ Recommendations ” at the end of Article 30 of the 
advice to specialists when selecting the type species of a genus to bear 
in mind the importance of promoting stability by not selecting as the 
type species of genera species which on taxonomic grounds are currently 
treated as having been removed therefrom. Even this “ Recommenda¬ 
tion ” occupies only the fourth place in the list of “ Recommendations ” 
there given. Normally, practices in vogue before the adoption of the 
Regies which however failed to secure admittance to the Regies are 
of historical interest only, but in the particular case of the nominal 
genus Colymbus Linnaeus the application of the so-called “ Law of 
Elimination ” bulked so largely in the early days—and, indeed, still 
forms the basis of the argument advanced by one large and important 
group of workers—that it seems essential in the present Report to 
make it perfectly clear that in its original form the “ Law of Elimina¬ 
tion ” finds no place in the Regies. It should be noted at this point 
that in one extremely limited application official approval has been 
given to the principle of “ elimination ” in a mandatory provision 
enacted since the adoption of the Regies in 1901. This was in 1910, 
the year in which the Commission’s Opinion 6 was published {Smithson. 
Publ. 1938: 6), for in that Opinion the Commission ruled that, where a 
nominal genus was established with two nominal species but without 
a designated type species and later one of those nominal species was 
made the type species of a newly established monotypical genus, it was 
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to be deemed for nomenclatorial purposes to have been removed by 
elimination from the earlier genus, which was thus left with only one 
species which accordingly became the type species. In the years 
following the publication of this Opinion it was sometimes argued 
that the ruling there given need not be regarded as being confined to 
cases where a species was removed from a genus to a monotypical genus 
and further that the principle embodied in this Opinion was properly 
applicable also to cases where more than two species were placed in a 
genus and later authors removed some of those species, either singly 
or in groups. This latter argument, if well founded, would have 
amounted to a full-scale recognition of the Law of Elimination and 
would greatly have reduced the scope within which Rule (g) in Article 
30 would operate and in some cases would have completely superceded 
that Rule. This matter was considered by the Commission and the 
Congress at Paris in 1948, and it was then decided to incorporate in the 
Regies the decision originally given in Opinion 6, clarified, however, in 
such a way as to make it absolutely clear that it applied only to the 
limited class of case originally specified in that Opinion (see 1950, 
Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4: 157). 1 


17. A nominal species which is the type species of one genus eligible 
for selection as the type species of another genus : In the preceding 
paragraph we have considered the position of the so-called “ Law of 
Elimination ” in relation to the provisions of the Regies as adopted at 
Berlin in 1901, and have specially noted the one instance in which, 
through Opinion 6, mandatory force was given to the principle em¬ 
bodied in that so-called “ Law,” 1 which, as explained, had in its main 
form been rejected by the authors of the present Regies. We have here 
to note a decision taken by the Commission in Opinion 62 (published 
in 1914) (Smithson Fubl. 2256: 147—149) rejecting an attempt to 
secure a further partial acceptance of the principle of elimination. 
Up to that time it had sometimes been argued that, where a nominal 
genus had been established with a number of included nominal species 
but without a designated type species, the species which were eligible 
for selection by a later author acting under Rule (g) in Article 30 were 
not all the originally included nominal species but only those species 
which had not in the meantime become the type species of other 
genera. This argument, which, it will be observed, relates to one of 
the situations which (as explained in paragraph 16) some authors had 
sought to argue could be brought within the scope of the decision 
taken in Opinion 6, was rejected by the Commission which ruled that 
a species which was the type species of one genus was still eligible for 
selection as the type species of another genus. This decision was 


1 Even this limited recognition of the principle underlying the so-called Law of 
Elimination was deleted from the Regies by the Fourteenth International 
Congress of Zoology, Copenhagen, 1953 (see 1953, Copenhagen Decisions 
zool. Nomencl. : 72, Decision 135). 
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endorsed both by the Commission and the Congress in 1948 and was 
embodied by the latter in the Regies (see 1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4: 
156). 


(Hi) Provisions relating to the selection of the type species of a nominal 
genus adopted by the Thirteenth International Congress of 
Zoology , Paris , 1948. 

18. At Paris in 1948 the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature obtained the approval of the Thirteenth International 
Congress of Zoology for the insertion in the Regies of provisions 
clarifying the meaning of Rule (g) in Article 30 in four respects. Each 
of these clarifications has, as will be seen, a bearing on the question of 
the species to be accepted as the type species of the nominal genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758. These clarifications are accordingly 
described briefly in the following paragraphs. 

19. Meaning to be attached to the word 66 select ” as used in the 
expression “ select a type species ” as used in Rule (g) in Article 30 : 
Reference has already been made (paragraph 14 above) to the supple¬ 
mentary provision in Rule (g) in Article 30 which makes it clear that 
that Rule is not satisfied if an author merely cites one of the species 
originally included in a nominal genus established by some earlier 
author as being an “ illustration ” or “ example ” of that genus and 
prescribes that the expression “ select a type ” is to be 4i rigidly 
construed.” This provision removed what otherwise would have been 
a serious ambiguity in that Rule, but it left obscure another matter 
which, as every worker in systematic zoology has occasion to know, 
constantly arose, whenever it was necessary to determine whether a 
type species had been validly selected for a given nominal genus. 
The problem involved was whether an author was to be deemed to 
have selected the type species of a given nominal genus when, while 
stating categorically that a given species was the type species, he made 
it clear also that he regarded himself, not as selecting that species to 
be the type species, but as doing no more than place on record that 
that species was the type species as the result of action taken by an 
earlier author or by earlier authors. The most frequent situation of 
this kind arises in the case of papers published before the adoption of 
the Regies where an author guiding himself by the so-called “ Law of 
Elimination” (see paragraph 16 above) came to the conclusion that, 
as the result of the removal of species to other genera, only one species 
remained eligible for the position of type species of the genus under 
examination and therefore that species had automatically become the 
type species 44 by elimination.” The same problem arises also where 
an author states that a given species is the type species of a genus 
because it had been so selected by a previous author, when on further 
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examination it is found that no such earlier selection had been made. 
In view of the very large number of currently accepted type selections 
which rest upon statements made in papers published before 1901 by 
authors working under the “ Law of Elimination,” it was obvious that 
any ruling which deprived statements of the kind described above of 
the status of type selections would cause the utmost havoc and 
confusion. It was obvious also, however, that a definite ruling on 
this subject was required in order to make it impossible validly to 
question the acceptability of such type selections. Accordingly, in 
Paris in 1948 the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology, on 
the recommendation of the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature, agreed to insert in the Regies words making it clear 
that, “ for the purposes of Rule ( g ) in Article 30, an author is to be 
treated as having selected a given originally included nominal species 
to be the type species of a given nominal genus not only when he . . . 
states that he is so selecting that species but also when he does no 
more than state that a specified such species is the type species of the 
nominal genus concerned, irrespective, in the latter case, of whether 
he states or implies, either correctly or otherwise, that that nominal 
species had been selected by some previous author to be the type 
species of that nominal genus, or that the nominal species had become 
the type species of that genus through the operation of some rule 
(for example, the so-called “ Law of Elimination ”) not recognised 
in the Regies as a mandatory provision, provided in such a case that 
the author concerned makes it clear that he himself accepts, for 
whatever reason, the species in question as the type species of the 
genus concerned” (see 1950, Bull zooL NomencL 4: 181-182). 

20. Action taken in regard to a given generic name prior to its first 
valid publication subsequent to 1757 irrelevant for the purposes of 
Article 30 : Prior to 1948 it occasionally happened that, notwithstand¬ 
ing the provision in Article 26 and the associated Opinion 3 (1910, 
Smithson . Publ. 1938: 6) that for the purposes of the Regies zoological 
nomenclature has, as its starting point, the publication in 1758 of the 
Tenth Edition of the Systema Naturae of Linnaeus, an author would 
seek to support an argument in relation to some particular name by 
claiming that some action in regard to that name taken prior to 1758 
had some bearing either upon the species to be regarded as the 
originally included species of the nominal genus so named or as 
regards the eligibility of such species for selection after 1757 as the 
type species of the genus in question. In order to dispose of fallacious 
arguments of this sort, the Thirteenth International Congress of 
Zoology, Paris, 1948, on the advice of the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature, decided to insert in the Regies words to 
make it clear that “ Article 30 relates only to the designation, indication, 
or selection of the type species of a nominal genus published subsequent 
to 31st December 1757, that is to say to the name of a genus originally 
published subsequent to the above date by a given author in a given 
work and that the action then taken by that author is alone relevant 
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to the question, (1) of what species are to be regarded as having been 
originally included in the genus concerned ... or (ii) of whether the 
type species of the genus in question is to be treated as having been 
designated ... at the time of the original publication of the generic 
name concerned ” (see 1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4: 347—348). 

21. A type selection related to any place of publication other than 
the original place of publication of a generic name invalid under the 
66 Regies ” : Another argument occasionally advanced before 1948 in 
relation to particular cases (of which the name Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758, was one) was that, where a given word had been used as a generic 
name prior to the starting point of zoological nomenclature (as defined 
in Article 26) as well as at or after that starting point and some later 
author purported to select a type species for the genus as published 
before 1758, that action should be regarded as constituting also a 
selection of a type species for the genus as established after the starting 
point of zoological nomenclature, i.e., after the close of the year 1757. 
This argument was considered and rejected in Paris, in 1948, when 
the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology, on the advice of 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, agreed to 
insert in the Regies words making it clear that 44 no selection of the 
type species of a given nominal genus, which is related to any publica¬ 
tion of the name of that genus other than its first valid publication by 
its author ... is to be accepted as a selection of the type species of that 
genus for the purposes of Rule (g) in Article 30 ” (see 1950, Bull . 
zooL Nomencl. 4: 348). 

22. Nominal species eligible for selection as the type species of any 
given nominal genus : We have now examined the decisions taken by 
the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology for the purpose of 
clarifying the provisions regarding the method to be followed in 
selecting the type species of a nominal genus under Rule (g) in Article 
30. But the obscurities which formerly marred that Rule and made its 
application uncertain and open to question in many cases were not the 
only difficulties which up to 1948 had confronted systematists in 
attempting either to determine what nominal species was the type 
species of a given nominal genus or what nominal species were eligible 
for selection as such. For, although Article 30 contained (in the 
provision misnamed 44 Rule (e) ”) a provision excluding certain nominal 
species from consideration as possible type species for any given 
nominal genus, it unfortunately contained no affirmative provision 
specifying what nominal species were to be regarded as eligible for 
selection as type species. In particular, there was nothing in Article 30 
to show whether the field of choice for an author selecting a type species 
was limited to those nominal species recognised as taxonomically valid 
by the original author of the generic name or whether in addition 
a nominal species cited by the original author of a generic name in 
the synonymy of any one of the nominal species placed by him in the 
genus as representing taxonomically valid species was also eligible for 
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selection as the type genus. Moreover, there was no express provision 
in Article 30 on the question whether the selection as the type species 
of a genus of a nominal species not cited by the original author of a 
generic name should be accepted or rejected in those cases where later 
authors subjectively identified the nominal species so selected with one 
of the nominal species actually cited by the original author at the time 
when the generic name was first validly published. In 1948, however, 
these obscurities were removed when the Thirteenth International 
Congress of Zoology, on the advice of the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature, decided to insert in the Regies words 
making it clear that “ the nominal species to be regarded as having 
been included in a given nominal genus when the name of that genus 
was first published are (i) the nominal species cited by the original 
author as valid taxonomic species belonging to that nominal genus 
and (ii) any nominal species cited on that occasion as synonyms of 
nominal species falling in (i) above and that for such a nominal genus 
the foregoing nominal species were alone eligible for selection as the 
type species ” (see 1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4: 179—180). 


(b) The field within which alone a valid type-selection for 66 Colymbus ” 
Linnaeus, 1758, can be made under the 6 6 Regies 99 

23. The content of the nominal genus “ Colymbus 99 Linnaeus, 1758, 
for nomenclatorial purposes : The name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758 (Syst. 
Nat. (ed. 10) 1: 135) was published for a nominal genus to which at 
that time Linnaeus referred four nominal species, namely:—(1) Colym¬ 
bus arcticus Linnaeus (: 135); (2) Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus (: 135); 
(3) Colymbus auritus Linnaeus (: 135); (4) Colymbuspodiceps Linnaeus 
(: 136). Under the clarification of the meaning to be attached to the 
expression “ originally included species ” prescribed by the Thirteenth 
International Congress of Zoology in 1948 (see paragraph 22 above), 
the four nominal species bearing the foregoing specific trivial names 
are the only nominal species eligible to become the type species of the 
nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758. 


(c) The authors who, it has been claimed, either selected a type 
species for the nominal genus 66 Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758, 
or took action having an equivalent effect 

24. Latham, 1787 : The first author who, it has been claimed, took 
action having the effect of determining the type species of the nominal 
genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, was Latham (1787, Suppl. gen. 
Synopsis Birds [1]: 294). The argument adduced runs as follows:— 
(1) The genus Colymbus as established by Linnaeus in 1758 was 
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heterogeneous from the taxonomic standpoint, containing (a) one 
palmate-footed species (pedibus palmatis ), the Black-throated Diver, 
Colymbus arcticus , and ( b ) three pinnate-footed species ( pedibus lobatis), 
the Grebes Colymbus cristatus , auritus and podiceps . (2) Latham (1787) 
recognised the impropriety, from the systematic point of view, of 
including these disparate elements in a single genus and accordingly, 
as a first reviser, rectified the position (in the tabular statement at the 
end of his first supplementary volume) by erecting a new genus which 
he named Podiceps (: 294) and to which he assigned the three Grebes 
which Linnaeus had placed in Colymbus (i.e., C. cristatus , auritus and 
podiceps ), together with other Grebes, and which he placed in his 
“ Order VIII. With pinnated feet at the same time Latham retained 
(: 295) the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, placing in it the only remaining 
species ( Colymbus arcticus) that Linnaeus had placed in his genus 
Colymbus , together with other Divers. This genus Latham placed in 
his “ Order IX Webfooted ”. (3) The removal by Latham from the 
genus Colymbus Linnaeus of the three Grebes placed in it by Linnaeus 
in 1758, by the transfer of those species to his new genus Podiceps , left, 
so it was argued, only one species in the genus Colymbus Linnaeus as 
constituted in 1758, namely the nominal species Colymbus arcticus 
Linnaeus, and in consequence that species, by virtue of Latham’s 
action, automatically became the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758, under the “ Law of Elimination ”. This argument, which was 
originally advanced before the introduction of the present Regies , is 
invalid, since those Regies do not recognise a “ Law of Elimination ” 
as a mandatory provision for the determination of the type species of 
genera (paragraphs 16 and 17 above). 

25. Gray (G. R.), 1840 : In 1840 (List Genera Birds 7 : 76) Gray 
(G. R.) selected Colymbus glacialis Linnaeus, 1766 (Syst Nat. (ed. 12) 
1(1): 221) as the type species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, to which 
name Gray did not attribute a date. This nominal species was not one 
of the four such species placed by Linnaeus in the genus Colymbus in 
1758 (see paragraph 23 above)—and, indeed, could not have been so 
included, for its name was not published until eight years later. Thus, 
this nominal species is ineligible to become the type species of the 
nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, and Gray’s action in so 
selecting it is therefore invalid. 

26. Gray (G. R.), 1841 : In 1841 (List Genera Birds (ed. 2) : 96) 
Gray again treated Colymbus glacialis Linnaeus, 1766, as the type 
species of Colymbus Linnaeus, to which, as in the first edition he 
attributed no date. This type selection is invalid for the same reasons 
as is the same selection made by Gray in 1840 (see paragraph 25 above). 

27. Gray (G. R.), 1842 : In 1842 (Appendix List Genera Birds : 15) 
Gray published a sixteen-page pamphlet in which he added supple¬ 
mentary notes in regard to certain of the generic names included in the 
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second edition of his List. Many of these notes consisted in the 
attribution of dates to generic names previously published without 
information on this point. In the case of the name Colymbus Linnaeus, 
the entry in the Appendix of 1842 was:—“ Colymbus , after L. add 
1735 ”. From the point of view of nomenclature, this entry would 
have been of great importance, if in other respects the type selection for 
the genus Colymbus Linnaeus made in the Second Edition of Gray’s 
List had complied with the Regies (which as we have seen—paragraph 
26 above—it did not), for the insertion of the date “ 1735 ” after the 
name Colymbus L. shows that Gray was dealing not with the Tenth 
Edition of the Systema Naturae of 1758 (the starting point of zoological 
nomenclature) but with the use of that name by Linnaeus in 1735 in 
the First Edition of the Systema Naturae. Under the Regies action 
taken in respect of a name as published prior to 1758 is totally irrelevant 
from the point of view of determining the type species of a nominal 
genus established after the starting point of zoological nomenclature 
(i.e., a name published in, or after, 1758) (see paragraph 20 above) and 
the selection of a type species of a genus, if related to any place of 
publication other than the first place in which that name was validly 
published, is invalid, having no force under Article 30 (see paragraph 21 
above). 

28. Gray (G. R.), 1855 : In 1855 there appeared what was, in effect, 
a third edition of the List of Genera of Birds, of which, as we have seen 
(paragraphs 25 and 26 above) the First and Second Editions were 
published respectively in 1840 and 1841; it was however published 
under a slightly different title and it accordingly ranks for biblio¬ 
graphical purposes as a separate work. In this latest work Gray (1) 
adhered to the dating of the name Colymbus Linnaeus adopted in his 
Appendix of 1842, that is, he attributed it to the First Edition of the 
Systema Naturae of 1735 and not to the Tenth Edition of 1758, and 
(2) made a fresh type selection for the genus Colymbus abandoning his 
earlier selection of Colymbus glacialis Linnaeus, 1766, adopting in its 
place Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, If Gray’s action on this 
occasion had otherwise been in conformity with the Regies , the selection 
of C. arcticus Linnaeus would have been valid, since that nominal 
species is one of those referred to the genus Colymbus by Linnaeus in 
1758. But the fact that Gray attributed the name Colymbus to a place 
of publication other than the place where that name was first validly 
published after the starting point of zoological nomenclature (i.e., 
other than the Tenth Edition of the Systema Naturae) renders his action 
in 1855 invalid for the reasons explained in paragraphs 20 and 21 
above. 

29. Fitzinger, 1865 : In 1926 ( Ibis (12)4 : 819) Sclater advanced the 
view that in 1865 ( SitzBer. Akad. wiss. Wien (Math-Naturw. Kl.) 51: 
320) Fitzinger had selected Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, as the 
type species of the nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus. As however 
was pointed out by Hellmayr & Conover in 1948 {Field Mus. Publ. 
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Chicago (Zool.) 13 (Pt. 1) (No. 2): 18, footnote), Fitzinger expressly 
stated in the preface to his paper that what he intended to do was to 
cite for each of the genera and subgenera concerned one of the typical 
species. The supplementary provision annexed to Rule (g) in Article 
30 lays it down that the citation of a species as an example of a genus 
does not constitute the selection of that species as the type species of 
the genus concerned (see paragraph 14 above). Accordingly, Fitz- 
inger’s action in 1865 does not constitute a valid selection of Colymbus 
arcticus Linnaeus as the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758. 

30. Baird, Brewer & Ridgway, 1884 : In 1884 ( Water Birds N. Amer . 
2 : 425) Baird, Brewer & Ridgway, when dealing with the genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, stated that Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 
1758, was the “ Type, by elimination This species is, as we have seen 
(paragraph 23) one of these originally included by Linnaeus in the genus 
Colymbus in 1758, and, as in 1884 that genus was still without a validly 
determined type species, it was eligible for selection as such. The 
only argument which could at any time have been advanced against 
the acceptance of the action by Baird, Brewer & Ridgway as con¬ 
stituting a type-selection for the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, was 
that those authors did not look upon themselves as selecting Colymbus 
cristatus Linnaeus as the type species of this genus—indeed, they made 
it clear that they deplored the necessity of accepting it as such—but 
on the contrary considered that that species had already become the 
type species “ by elimination ”. As explained in paragraph 19 above, 
consideration was given in 1948 both by the Commission and by the 
International Congress of Zoology to the question whether a definite 
statement that a given nominal species was the type species of a particular 
genus constituted a selection of that species as the type species when 
the author making the statement made it clear that he did not regard 
himself as so selecting the species in question, considering rather that 
for one reason or another that species had already become the type 
species as the result of action taken by earlier authors; it was then 
decided that such a statement should be accepted as constituting a 
selection under Rule (g) in Article 30, provided that the author making 
the statement made it clear that he himself recognised the species in 
question as the type species of the genus concerned. Baird, Brewer 
& Ridgway made it perfectly clear that they regarded Colymbus 
cristatus Linnaeus as the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, 
and accordingly the possible objection to the acceptance of their action 
is now seen to be without foundation. 

31. Action by authors subsequent to Baird, Brewer & Ridgway, 
1884 : Once a nominal genus has validly acquired a type species under 
the provisions of Article 30, no action by any later author can change 
the type species of that genus. In the present case, we have seen 
(paragraph 30 above) that in 1884 the nominal genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758, which up to that time was without a type species under 
the Regies , acquired a type species through the selection as such of 
Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, by Baird, Brewer & Ridgway. 
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I have therefore considered unnecessary in the present Report to 
recapitulate the later history of the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758. I have however examined later papers on this subject for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether any of them contain new evidence 
relevant to the present subject. I find that they do not. Those authors 
(e.g. Stejneger) who applied the name Colymbus Linnaeus to the Grebes 
have based themselves on the selection, as the type species of this genus, 
of Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, by Baird, Brewer & Ridgway 
(1884) or upon the later similar selection by the A.O.U. in 1886 
( Check-List N.Amer. Birds : 73), while those authors who have applied 
this name to the Divers (Loons) have either (as did Witmer Stone 
in 1926) accepted Gray’s (1855) selection of Colymbus arcticus 
Linnaeus, 1758, or (as did Lonnberg in 1927) have argued in favour of 
the view that the same species should be accepted as the type species as 
the result of the action taken in 1787 by Latham, when establishing the 
nominal genus Podiceps . 


III. PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS 

32. Principal Conclusions : Having thus completed the survey of the 
problem involved in determining what species is, under the Regies , the 
type species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, which in Paris in 
1948 I was invited to undertake, I now submit as follows the principal 
conclusions which I have reached:— 

(1) The type species of the nominal genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, 

was neither designated under Rule ( a) in Article 30 nor indicated 
under any of the Rules lettered (6), (c), (d) or (/) in that Article 
(paragraphs 5-10). 

(2) In view of (1) above, the type species of the foregoing nominal 

genus was to be determined under Rule (g) in Article 30 (type 
species by subsequent selection) (paragraph 11). 

(3) Latham (1787), when establishing the nominal genus Podiceps 

and transferring thereto the three Grebes referred to the genus 
Colymbus by Linnaeus in 1758, thus leaving in the genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, only one of the species referred 
thereto by Linnaeus in 1758, namely the Diver, Colymbus 
arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, did not thereby make that species the 
type species of Colymbus Linnaeus. For Article 30 of the 
Regies does not recognise the so-called “Law of Elimination” 
and under the Regies it was legitimate for any later author to 
select any of the originally included species to be the type 
species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, notwithstanding the action 
taken by Latham in 1787 (paragraph 24). 
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(4) The selection by Gray in 1840 and again in 1841 of Colymbus 

glacialis Linnaeus, 1766, as the type species of Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758, is invalid, because that nominal species was 
not one of the nominal species referred to the genus Colymbus 
by Linnaeus in 1758 and, indeed, could not have been so 
referred, as it was not named until eight years later (paragraphs 
25 and 26). 

(5) The selection by Gray in 1855 of Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 

1758, as the type species of the genus Colymbus is invalid, since 
that selection related not to the nominal genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758, but to the pre-1758 nominal genus Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1735 (paragraph 28). 

(6) Fitzinger (1865) cited Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, as one 

of the typical species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, 
but he did not select that species to be the unique type species 
of that genus. Accordingly under the provision in Rule (g) in 
Article 30 that the expression “ select the type ” is to be “ rigidly 
construed ”, Fitzinger did not select a type species for 
Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758 (paragraph 29). 

(7) Baird, Brewer & Ridgway in 1884 stated that Colymbus cristatus 

Linnaeus, 1758, was the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758. That nominal species is one of those originally included 
in the genus Colymbus by Linnaeus in 1758, and was therefore 
eligible for selection as the type species of that genus. Under 
Rule (g) in Article 30, as clarified by the Thirteenth International 
Congress of Zoology in 1948, the validity of the action taken by 
the foregoing authors is not impaired by the fact that they 
regarded themselves not as selecting the above species to be 
the type species of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, but as merely 
recording (incorrectly) that it was already the type species 
“ by elimination ” (paragraph 30). 

33. FINDING. In discharge of the duty entrusted to me in 1948, 
jointly by the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology and the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, I have to 
report that, in the light of the conclusions summarised in the preceding 
paragraph, my Finding on the question referred to me is as follows:— 

Under the “ Regies ” the type species of the nominal genus 
“ Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758, is the nominal species “ Colymbus 
cristatus ” Linnaeus, 1758, that nominal species being one of those 
included by Linnaeus in the nominal genus “ Colymbus ” in 1758 and 
being the first such species to be validly selected under Rule (g) in Article 
30 to be the type species of this nominal genus, having been so selected 
by Baird, Brewer & Ridgway in 1884. 

(signed) FRANCIS HEMMING. 


9th February 1950. 
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4. Application submitted by the Standing Committee on 
Ornithological Nomenclature of the International Ornithological 

Congress: On 19th October 1950, the following application was 
submitted by Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen, Chairman of the 
Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature established 
by the Tenth International Ornithological Congress at its meeting 
held at Uppsala in June 1950:— 

Proposed use of the Plenary Powers to put an end to the confusion 
arising from the discordant use of the generic name 
“ Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758 (Class Aves) 

Application submitted by the 

Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature of the 
International Ornithological Congress 

Covering letter , with enclosure , dated 19 th October 1950, 
from Colonel R. Meinertzhagen , Chairman of the Standing 
Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature of the Inter¬ 
national Ornithological Congress 

As Chairman of the Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomen¬ 
clature, I beg to forward to you the following recommendation relating 
to the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, for favour of decision by 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature. 

For many years the name Colymbus Linnaeus has given rise to great 
confusion in ornithological nomenclature, for, owing to the lack of 
an authoritative ruling as to the type species of this genus, the generic 
name Colymbus , the family name colymbidae, and the ordinal name 
Colymbiformes have been used by one school of ornithologists for the 
Divers (Loons) and by another for the Grebes. 

From a preliminary discussion which took place first at one of the 
Plenary Sessions of the Tenth International Ornithological Congress 
at Uppsala in July 1950 and later at a special meeting, open to all 
members of the Congress, held at the suggestion of the Congress at 
one of its Plenary Sessions, it was apparent that there was an over¬ 
whelming desire, on the part of the ornithologists present, to secure a 
final settlement of the long-standing Colymbus controversy. 

The Colymbus problem was therefore among the first to which 
consideration was given by the Standing Committee on Ornithological 
Nomenclature. The recommendations now submitted represent, in 
the unanimous opinion of the Standing Committee, the best solution 
that is now obtainable and the one calculated to secure the widest 
possible measure of support from ornithologists of all schools of 
thought. 
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ENCLOSURE 

Proposals in regard to the generic name 66 Colymbus 99 Linnaeus, 
1758, submitted to the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature 


The Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature of the 
International Ornithological Congress recommend the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature:— 

(1) to use its Plenary Powers:— 

(a) to suppress the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758 

(Syst. Nat. (ed.10) 1: 135) for the purposes of Article 25 
(Law of Priority) but not for those of Article 34 (Law of 
Homonymy); 

(b) to set aside all type selections hitherto made for the under¬ 

mentioned genera and to designate, as their respective 
type species, the species specified below:— 


Name of Species 

Gavia Forster, 1788, 
Enchiridion Hist, nat.: 
38 

Podiceps Latham, 1787, 
Gen. Synopsis Birds , 
Suppl. [1]: 294 


Species designated as 
type species 

Colymbus immer Briinnich, 
1764, Orn. boreal.: 38 

Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus 
1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 
1: 135 


(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the 

generic names Gavia Forster, 1788, and Podiceps Latham, 
1787, with, as their respective type species, the species so 
designated in (1) above; 

(3) to place the under-mentioned trivial names on the Official List of 

Specific Trivial Names in Zoology :— 

(a) cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the combination 

Colymbus cristatus; 

(b) immer Briinnich, 1764, as published in the combination 

Colymbus immer; 


(4) to place the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, on the 
Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology. 

R. MEINERTZHAGEN, Chairman of the Standing Committee. 

J. BERLIOZ, Museum National d'Histoire Naturelle , Paris. 

E. STRESEMANN, Zoologisches Museum der Universitat, Berlin. 
JOHN T. ZIMMER, The American Museum of Natural History , 
New York. 
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5. Supplementary Report submitted by the Secretary in August 
1952: Shortly before the publication of Mr. Hemming’s Report 
of February 1950 (paragraph 3) and the application by the 
Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature (paragraph 
4) Mr. Hemming, as Secretary to the Commission submitted a 
Supplementary Report (on 16th August 1952) in which he drew 
attention to certain matters which had emerged subsequent to 
the submission of the two documents referred to above. These 
developments called for certain minor extensions of the applica¬ 
tion submitted by the Standing Committee and a revised text of 
the proposals of the Committee which had been prepared in 
agreement with Colonel Meinertzhagen, its Chairman, was 
annexed by Mr. Hemming to the Supplementary Report referred 
to above. That Report was as follows:— 

Supplementary Report on the problems raised by the generic name 
46 Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758 (Class Aves) 

By FRANCIS HEMMING, C.M.G., C.B.E. 

{Secretary to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature ) 

At its Session held in Paris in 1948 the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature had under consideration the problems raised 
by the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758 ( Syst . Nat . (ed. 10) 1: 
135) (Class Aves). Differences of opinion among ornithologists as to 
whether Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, a Diver (Loon) or Colymbus 
cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, a Grebe, was, or should be accepted as being, 
the type species of the genus has divided ornithologists for three full 
generations and has led to the most serious confusion and lack of 
uniformity not only at the genus-name level but also at the family-name 
and Ordinal-name levels. By the time of the Paris Session, the Inter¬ 
national Commission itself had had this matter under consideration 
for twenty-two years, an application on this subject having been 
submitted to it by the late Dr. (subsequently Commissioner) Witmer 
Stone (. Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia , Pennsylvania , 
U.S.A .) as far back as 1926. No progress of any kind had however 
been made towards securing a settlement of this question. 

2. At Paris the Commission came to the conclusion that the views 
held on this subject by the two opposing groups of ornithologists were 
so strongly held and the practice of each so deeply entrenched that 
there seemed little prospect of realising the hope that it had long 
entertained that ornithologists generally or at least a representative 
group of ornithologists would come forward with agreed proposals 
designed to restore uniformity and stability in this branch of ornitho¬ 
logical nomenclature. The Commission concluded, therefore, that its 
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proper course was to reach with as little further delay as possible a 
decision on the issue submitted to it by Dr. Witmer Stone in 1926. 
The Commission decided, as a first step, to obtain a report on the 
nomenclatorial issues involved from “ a zoologist who was an authority 
on nomenclature but was not himself an ornithologist and who therefore 
had not had to prejudge the question in the course of his own work.” 
Having reached this decision, the International Commission invited me 
to undertake this task in a personal capacity and I agreed to do so 
(1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl . 4: 361—362). The procedure so agreed 
upon was reported to, and approved by, the Section on Nomenclature 
of the Congress and by the Congress itself in Plenary Session. 

3. In view of the importance of making progress with this case as 
rapidly as possible, I began the investigation entrusted to me not long 
after the close of the Paris meeting. When I came to examine in detail 
the arguments that had been advanced at different times by various 
ornithologists, I realised that I could not complete my Report until 
the Official Record of the Proceedings in Paris had been agreed upon in 
the prescribed manner, for it was evident that, in order to put into 
their proper perspective some of the arguments which had been 
advanced in regard to the present case, it would be necessary to quote 
from the Official Record passages containing decisions taken in Paris 
in regard to aspects of the Regies , the meaning of which had previously 
been open to doubt and which had a material bearing on the question 
referred to me for report. 

4. The Official Record of the Proceedings in Paris was approved in 
January 1950, and I should thereupon have completed my Report and 
submitted it to the International Commission had it not been for the 
fact that I then received a letter from Commissioner Henning Lemche 
(Universitetets Zoologiske Museum , Copenhagen) informing me that his 
attention had been drawn by the Danish ornithologist, Dr. Finn 
Salomonsen, to certain proposals for an agreed settlement of the 
Colymbus problem which had been put forward by Dr. Erwin 
Stresemann {Berlin) at the International Ornithological Congress held 
at Oxford in 1934; no definite action in this matter had transpired 
either then or subsequently, but an International Ornithological 
Congress, the first since the war, was due to be held in Sweden at 
Uppsala later that year (1950), and it was possible that this question 
might be brought before that Congress. I regarded this suggestion 
as extremely valuable and one calculated to provide a solution of the 
Colymbus problem along the lines long desired by the Commission but 
so far never secured, namely through the presentation to the Commis¬ 
sion by ornithologists themselves of a proposal for the solution of this 
problem. Later, I learnt, through Commissioner Lemche, that Dr. 
Salomonsen had himself decided to bring this matter before the 
Uppsala Congress, and he kindly furnished me with a copy of the 
communication which he proposed to make to that Congress on this 
subject. 
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5. Dr. Salomonsen’s decision to lay this matter before the Ornitho¬ 
logical Congress created an entirely new situation, for, if that Congress 
were to agree upon proposals for submission to the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, the narrow issue on which 
in 1948 I had been invited to make a report might become of academic 
interest only. I accordingly decided to complete that Report but to 
withhold its submission to the Commission until after the meeting of 
the International Ornithological Congress at Uppsala later that year. 

6. Shortly after the close of the Uppsala Congress I was informed 
by Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen that Dr. Salomonsen had duly 
presented his paper, that there had been a considerable discussion of a 
preliminary nature in regard to this and other individual cases of 
ornithological nomenclature at a public meeting specially convened 
for the purpose, that no decisions had been taken in regard to the 
name Colymbus , but that it had been decided to establish a Standing 
Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature under his Chairmanship, 
that that Committee would as soon as possible take into detailed 
consideration the proposal in regard to the name Colymbus submitted 
to the Uppsala Congress by Dr. Salomonsen and that he hoped to be 
able to submit the recommendations of the Standing Committee on 
this case to the International Commission at an early date. On 19th 
October 1950 Colonel Meinertzhagen informed me by letter that the 
Standing Committee was unanimously agreed in asking the Inter¬ 
national Commission to use its Plenary Powers in such a way as to 
secure that, through the suppression of the name Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758, the oldest available generic names for the Grebes and the Divers 
should be Podiceps Latham, 1787, and Gavia Forster, 1788, respectively. 

7. When the application from the Standing Committee was sub¬ 
mitted to the customary routine examination, I found references to a 
generic name Gavia which, if an available name, would have had 
priority over the name Gavia Forster, 1788, the name recommended by 
the Standing Committee for stabilisation as the generic name for the 
Divers. The name in question was Gavia Nozemann & Vosmaer, 
1758 (in Moehring, Geslach. Vogel: 5, 54), a name more commonly 
(though incorrectly) known as Gavia Moehring. Prior to the Session 
of the International Commission held in Paris in 1948, there was some 
doubt as to whether or not new names published in the Dutch edition 
of Moehring’s Avium Genera prepared by Nozemann & Vosmaer and 
published in 1758 under the title Geslachten der Vogelen were available 
names. In Paris, however, the International Commission on Zoo¬ 
logical Nomenclature examined this question and decided that the 
names in this post-1757 edition of Moehring’s pre-1758 work had not 
been reinforced by adoption or acceptance, as prescribed originally in 
Opinion 5 and, since the Paris Congress in the Regies themselves (1950, 
Bull zool. Nomencl 4: 150), and therefore that those names possessed 
no rights in zoological nomenclature (1950, ibid. 4: 566—568). Thus, 
the alleged name Gavia Nozemann & Vosmaer, 1758, does not pre- 
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occupy the name Gavia Forster, 1788, for the Divers. In order to 
dispose of this matter once and for all, it will, however, be desirable 
that Gavia Nozemann & Vosmaer, 1758, should be placed on the 
Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology with 
(as in similar cases) a note as to why this name is invalid. 

8. The routine investigation of this case disclosed also the existence 
of three generic names consisting of the word Gavia, each published 
subsequent to Gavia Forster, 1788. The names in question are: 
(1) Gavia Oken, 1816, Lehrbuch Naturgesch . 3 (Zool.) (2): 537; (2) 
Gavia Boie, 1822, Oken’s Isis 10: 563; (3) Gavia Gloger, 1842, Hand-und 
Hilfsbuch Naturgesch. 1 : 433. In accordance with the Directive given 
to the International Commission by the International Congress of 
Zoology that decisions on individual applications are in future to 
cover all aspects of the problems submitted, the foregoing names 
should be added to the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic 
Names in Zoology at the same time that the name Gavia Forster, 1788, 
is placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology , if the 
proposal to that end .submitted by the Standing Committee on Ornith¬ 
ology is approved by the International Commission. At the same 
time there should also be added to the Official Index the two junior 
homonyms of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, namely: (1) Colymbus Paetel, 
1875 {Fam. Gatt. Moll: 50); (2) Colymbus Hadding, 1913 {Univ. 
Arssk. Lund (n.f.) 9(2) (No. 15): 79). 

9. During his last visit to England, Dr. Ernst Mayr {The American 
Museum of Natural History , New York) drew my attention to the 
reference by Hartert (1915, Die Vogel palaarkt. Fauna (2): 1456) to a 
generic name consisting of the word Gavia of older date than Gavia 
Forster, 1788, and suggested that this was a matter which should be 
investigated before the application relating to the Colymbus problem 
was considered by the International Commission. In the work 
referred to by Dr. Mayr, Hartert applied the name Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758, to the Divers, treating Colymbus arcticus Linnaeus, 1758, as the 
type species. As in the case of other nominal genera recognised by 
him as representing taxonomically valid genera, Hartert cited under 
the name Colymbus Linnaeus, the names of nominal genera of later 
date which he regarded as junior synonyms. The first such entry 
reads as follows:—“ Gavia Forster 1788—non S. G. Gmelin 1770! ” 
It is unfortunate that Hartert did not cite a bibliographical reference 
for the name Gavia Gmelin, 1770, for this name is not noted either by 
Sherborn in his Index Animalium or by Neave in Nomenclator 
Zoologicus , and it has proved a matter of some difficulty to trace the 
original reference to it. This reference has however kindly been 
supplied by Dr. Mayr {in litt ., 8th August 1952). It is as follows: 
Gavia Gmelin (S.G.), 1770, Reise durch Russland zur Untersuchung der 
drey Natur-Reiche 1: 152. This name was there used by Gmelin for a 
gull. (In furnishing this information, Dr. Mayr drew attention to the 
fact that, although the name Gavia is not now used for any genus of 
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gull, it was frequently so used in the XIXth Century and that this word 
or its stem appears in a number of compound words which have been 
published for genera of gulls, e.g., Gavina Bonaparte, 1854; Bruchi - 
gavia Bonaparte, 1855; Gabianus Bruch, 1853.) 

10. At the same time that Dr. Mayr furnished the foregoing 
information, he drew attention also to the fact that the first use in the 
literature of the word Gavia as a generic name was by Brisson in 1760 
(■Ornithologie 6: 196). Brisson clearly did not apply the principles of 
binominal nomenclature in his Ornithologie —he was what in past 
times was called a “ binary author ”—but that work is of importance 
in ornithology and it is for this reason that in its Opinion 37 (1911, 
Smithson Publ. 2013: 87—88) the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature ruled in favour of the acceptance, as 
available, of new generic names published in the Ornithologie and this 
ruling was validated and confirmed in 1948 (see 1950, Bull. zool. 
Nomencl. 4: 65). It is evident therefore that the name Gavia Brisson, 
1760, will need to be disposed of, if the recommendation by the 
Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature is to be accepted. 
The fact that, as is now established, the word Gavia was used as a 
generic name at least twice (Brisson, 1760; Gmelin (S.G.), 1770) before 
it was so used by Forster in 1788 suggests the possibility that more 
intensive bibliographical investigations might bring to light some other 
use of Gavia as a generic name prior to Forster, 1788. In these 
circumstances, the only means by which an unchallengeable title could 
be provided for Gavia Forster, 1788, would be for the International 
Commission, when accepting that name for the Divers, to adopt a 
procedure similar to that employed when in similar circumstances it 
was desired to give an impregnable position to the generic name 
Spatangus Gray, 1825 (Class Echinoidea) (see 1950, Bull. zool. 
Nomencl. 4: 526), that is, that the International Commission should 
use its Plenary Powers for the purpose of suppressing for the purposes 
both of the Law of Priority and of the Law of Homonymy all uses of 
the word Gavia as a generic name prior to Gavia Forster, 1788. At 
the same time it would be necessary to add to the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology the two names consisting 
of the word Gavia (i.e., Gavia Brisson, 1760; Gavia Gmelin (S.G.), 1770) 
which are known to have been published before Gavia Forster, 1788. 

11. Finally, it is necessary to note that under a decision taken by 
the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology at Paris in 1948 it is 
necessary, when any name is placed on the Official List of Generic 
Names in Zoology , to note against that name the gender of the word of 
which that name is composed (see 1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4: 341). 
Such entries will therefore be needed, if, as proposed by the Standing 
Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature, the names Podiceps 
Latham, 1787, and Gavia Forster, 1788, are now to be added to the 
Official List . The gender of the first of these names is masculine, that 
of the second, feminine. 
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12. I have consulted Colonel Meinertzhagen on the problem raised 
by the discovery of the generic names Gavia Brisson, 1760, and Gavia 
Gmelin, 1770, and on the minor matters raised in paragraphs 7 and 8 
of this Report, having communicated to him for this purpose a copy 
of this Report in draft. In reply, Colonel Meinertzhagen has since 
informed me that he is in full agreement with the action suggested in 
paragraphs 7, 8, 10, and 11 above which, as Chairman of the Standing 
Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature, he considers necessary 
and desirable for the purpose of giving effect to the proposal submitted 
to the International Commission by the Standing Committee under 
cover of his letter of 19th October 1950. In agreement with Colonel 
Meinertzhagen I have therefore prepared the revised form of request 
annexed to the present Report as Appendix 1. This form of request 
Colonel Meinertzhagen asks should be treated as constituting a textual 
revision of the application already submitted by the Standing Com¬ 
mittee of which he is the Chairman. 2 The Report on the narrow issue 
of the present position of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, under the Regies , 
which, as explained in paragraph 2 of the present Report, was prepared 
in response to the request addressed to me in 1948, is submitted as 
Appendix 2. 3 It is submitted only for information, having been 
superseded, as the basis of possible action by the International Com¬ 
mission, by the proposal received later from the Standing Committee 
on Ornithological Nomenclature appointed by the International 
Ornithological Congress. 

(signed) FRANCIS HEMMING. 

28 Park Village East, 

Regent’s Park, London, N.W.l. 

16th August 1952. 


APPENDIX 1 

Application regarding the name 66 Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758, 
submitted to the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature by the Standing Committee on Ornith¬ 
ological Nomenclature as revised in certain minor 
respects in agreement with the Chairman of the 
Standing Committee 

The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is asked:— 
(1) to use its Plenary Powers:— 

(a) to suppress the generic name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, for 
the purposes of the Law of Priority but not for those of 
the Law of Homonymy; 

2 The original text of the application here referred to, which formed the enclosure 
to Colonel Meinertzhagen’s letter of 19th October 1950, has been reproduced 
in paragraph 4 of the present Opinion (see page 26). 

3 The Report here referred to has been reproduced in paragraph 3 of the present 
Opinion . 
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(b) to suppress for the purposes both of the Law of Priority 

and of the Law of Homonymy any uses of the generic 
name Gavia prior to Gavia Forster, 1788; 

(c) to set aside all type selections hitherto made for the under¬ 

mentioned nominal genera and to designate, as their 
respective type species the nominal species specified 


below:— 

Name of genus 

( 1 ) 

Gavia Forster, 1788, 
Enchiridion Hist. nat.: 
38 (gender of generic 
name: feminine) 

Podiceps Latham, 1787, 
Suppl, gen. Synopsis 
Birds, [1]: 294 (gender 
of generic name: mas¬ 
culine) 


Species proposed to be 
designated as type species 
of genus specified in Col. (1) 
( 2 ) 

Colymbus immer , Briinnich, 
1764, Orn. boreal.: 38 


Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 
1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 
Is 135 


(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the 
generic names Gavia Forster, 1788, and Podiceps Latham, 
1787, with, as their respective type species, the species desig¬ 
nated, as proposed in (l)(c) above; 


(3) to place the under-mentioned trivial names on the Official List of 

Specific Trivial Names in Zoology :— 

(a) cristatus Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the combination 

Colymbus cristatus (trivial name of type species of 
Podiceps Latham, 1787); 

(b) immer Briinnich, 1764, as published in the combination 

Colymbus immer (trivial name of type species of Gavia 
Forster, 1788): 

(4) to place the under-mentioned generic names on the Official 

Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology :— 

(a) Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758 (Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 1: 135), as 

proposed in (l)(a) above to be suppressed under the 
Plenary Powers); 

(b) Colymbus Paetel, 1875, Earn. Gatt. Moll.: 50) (junior 

homonym of Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758); 

(c) Colymbus Hadding, 1913 (Univ. Arssk. Lund (n.f.) 9(2) 

(No. 15): 79) (junior homonym of Colymbus Linnaeus, 
1758); 


34 


OPINIONS AND DECLARATIONS 


(d) Gavia Brisson, 1760 ( Ornithologie 6: 196) (as proposed, 

under (l)(b) above, to be suppressed under the Plenary 
Powers); 

(e) Gavia Gmelin (S.G.), 1770 ( Reise Russl. 1: 152) (as 

proposed, under (l)(b) above, to be suppressed under 
the Plenary Powers); 

(/) Gavia , all other uses as a generic name prior to Gavia 
Forster, 1788 (as proposed under (l)(b) above to be 
suppressed under the Plenary Powers); 

(g) Gavia Oken, 1816 ( Lehrbuch Naturgesch. 3 (Zool.) (2): 537) 

(a junior homonym of Gavia Forster, 1788); 

(h) Gavia Boie, 1822 (Oken’s Isis 10: 563) (a junior honomym 

of Gavia Forster, 1788); 

(i) Gavia Gloger, 1842 (Hand-und Hiifsbuch Naturgesch . 1: 

433) (a junior homonym of Gavia Forster, 1788). 


II.—THE SUBSEQUENT HISTORY OF THE CASE 

6. Registration of the present applications: Upon the receipt 
by Mr. Hemming in 1938 of the surviving documents relating to 
the consideration of the present case up to that time, the problem 
of the type species of the genus Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, was 
allotted the Registered Number Z.N.(S.)78, in the new series 
then in process of being established. 

7. Support for the present proposals received from Dr. Finn 
Salomonsen (Universitetets Zoologiske Museum, Copenhagen) 
prior to the publication of the present application: On 13th January 
1950 Dr. Henning Lemche (Universitetets Zoologiske Museum , 
Copenhagen) communicated to the Office of the Commission a 
copy of a paper on the Colymbus question which had been 
prepared by Dr. Finn Salomonsen of the same Museum for 
communication to the Tenth International Ornithological Congress 
at the meeting arranged to take place at Uppsala in June of that 
year. In that paper Dr. Salomonsen proposed that a settlement 
of this long-standing controversy should be reached by asking 
the International Commission to suppress the generic name 
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Colymbus Linnaeus, thus leaving Podiceps Latham, 1787 (type 
species: Colymbus cristatus Linnaeus, 1758) the oldest available 
generic name for the Grebes and Gavia Forster, 1788 (type 
species: Colymbus immer Briinnich, 1764) the oldest available 
name for the Divers (Loons). This proposal was duly placed 
before the Uppsala Congress and the discussion which it provoked 
was largely instrumental to the establishment by that Congress 
of the Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature 
under the chairmanship of Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen. As 
will be seen from the application submitted to the Commission 
in October 1950 (paragraph 4 above), the proposals put before the 
Uppsala Congress by Dr. Salomonsen were approved and 
adopted by the Standing Committee and formed the foundation 
of the application which it submitted to the Commission. The 
paper presented to the Uppsala Congress by Dr. Salomonsen, 
which was entitled “ A Nomenclatorial Controversy: The Genus 
Colymbus Linnaeus 1758 ”, was published in 1951 in the Pro¬ 
ceedings of that Congress (Salomonsen, Proc. Xth Int. Ornith. 
Congress, Uppsala, 1950 : 149—154). 

8. Publication of the present application : The Report prepared 
by Mr. Hemming in response to the request addressed to him 
by the Commission in Paris, the application submitted by the 
Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature and 
Mr. Hemming’s Supplementary Report were sent to the printer 
on various dates in August 1952 and were published in the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature on 15th October of that 
year (Hemming (Paris Report), 1952, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 9 : 
15—29; Meinertzhagen (Standing Committee’s Application), 
1952, ibid. 9 : 6 — 7; Hemming (Supplementary Report and 
Revised Application by Standing Committee), 1952, ibid. 9 : 
8—14). 


9. Issue of Public Notices: Under the revised procedure 
prescribed by the Thirteenth International Congress of Zoology, 
Paris, 1948 (1950, Bull. zool. Nomencl. 4 : 51—56), Public Notice 
of the possible use by the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature of its Plenary Powers in the present case was 
given on 15th October 1952 (a) in Triple-Part 1/3 of volume 9 
of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature (the Part in which the 
application submitted by the Standing Committee on Ornitho- 
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logical Nomenclature was published), (b) to the other prescribed 
serial publications, and (c) to the general zoological serial 
publications to which in addition Public Notice of such applica¬ 
tions is customarily given. In addition, it was decided that, 
having regard to the fact that the group of applications published 
in the foregoing Part of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 
constituted the first move to promote stability in ornithological 
nomenclature taken by the Commission for many years, special 
measures should be adopted to bring the applications concerned 
prominently to the attention of ornithologists in all parts of the 
world. Accordingly, Public Notice in relation to the applications 
in question, both those which involved the possible use of the 
Plenary Powers and those which did not, was given to fourteen 
specialist serial publications or institutions concerned in ornitho¬ 
logy. The serial publications and institutions to which Public 
Notice was so given under the procedure described above were 
the following:— 

(1) Alauda, Paris 

(2) Ardea, The Netherlands 

(3) Auk, U.S.A. 

(4) Bombay Natural History Society, India 

(5) Condor, U.S.A. 

(6) Gerfaut, Brussels 

(7) Ibis, England 

(8) Limosa, The Netherlands 

(9) Naturhistoriska Museum, Stockholm (Count Nils 

Gyldenstolpe) 

(10) U Oiseau, Paris 

(11) Ornis Fennica, Finland 

(12) Ornithologie, Journal /., Germany 

(13) Ostrich, Natal 

(14) Vidensk. Nedd. fra Dansk. naturh. Foren, Denmark 
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10. General Support for the present and other applications 
relating to ornithological nomenclature published in Triple-Part 
1/3 of volume 9 of the 66 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 

General support for the action proposed for the promotion of 
stability in ornithological nomenclature in Triple-Part 1/3 of 
volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature was received 
from thirty-six (36) ornithological institutions, groups of 
ornithologists and individual specialists. The communications 
so received are reproduced in Part I of the Appendix to the present 
Opinion . It will therefore be sufficient here to note that the 
institutions and individuals from whom these communications 
were received were the following:— 

(1) Erwin Stresemann (Zoologisches Museum , Humboldt- 
Universitdt , Berlin) 

(2) G. Diesselhorst (Leiter der Ornith . Abteilung , Zoologische 

Sammlung des Bayerischen Staates , Milne hen, Germany) 

(3) Ernst Schiiz (Staatliches Museum fur Naturkunde in 

Stuttgart , Germany) 

(4) K. H. Voous {Curator of Birds , Zoologisch Museum , 

Amsterdam , The Netherlands) 

(5) Scottish Ornithological Club, forty-three members of 

(6) Count Nils Gyldenstolpe (Naturhistoriska Museum , 

Stockholm) 

(7) R. Kuhk (Vogelwarte Radolfzell der Max-Planck- 

Gesellschaft zur Forderung der Wissenschaften , 

Bodensee) 

(8) J. Steinbacher {Forschungs-Institut und Natur-Museum 

Senckenberg , Frankfurt a . M.) 

(9) G. Niethammer {Zoologisches Forschungsinstitut und 

Museum Alexander Koenig Reichinstitut , Bonn) 

(10) G. C. A. Junge {Rijksmuseum van Natuurlijke Historie , 

Leiden) 

(11) B. Rensch {Zoologisches Institut der Westfalischen 

Landes-Universitat Munster ( Westf ), Germany 
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(12) Danish Zoologists Working on Scientific Ornithology 

(R. Sparck; H. Volsoe; Finn Salomonsen; Knud 
Paludan; Holger Poulsen; M. Degerbol; H. Johansen; 
F. W. Braestrup; B. Loppenthin; V. Holstein) 

(13) R. Drost ( Vogelwarte Helgoland, Institut fur Vogelfor- 

schung, Wilhelmshaven) 

(14) Helmuth O. Wagner ( Direktor, Museum fur Natur-, 

Volker- und Handelskunde, Bremen ) 

(15) Board of the Netherland Ornithological Society 

(16) Six British Zoologists (Miss Phyllis Barclay Smith; 

R. S. Fitter; Eric Simms; Edward Hindle; Sir Philip 
Manson Barr; P. Hollom) 

(17) Jean Delacour (Los Angeles County Museum, Los 

Angeles, Cal., U.S.A .) 

(18) T. A. M. Jack (London) 

(19) E. H. Bromley (Gosport, Hants, England) 

(20) Ernst Mayr (then of the American Museum of Natural 

History, New York) 

(21) V. S. Edwards (Newbury, Berks, England) 

(22) W. M. Congreve (Salisbury, Wilts, England) 

(23) F. J. F. Barrington (London) 

(24) Ten Parasitologists interested in bird names from the 

point of view of the names- of host species (G. H. E. 
Hopkins; F. G. A. M. Smit; Karl Jordan; G. O. 
Evans; E. Browning; S. Prudhoe; Hon. Miriam 
Rothschild; N. Tebble; Theresa Clay; M. A. R. 
Ansari (Institute of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, 
Lahore) 

(25) S. Allison (Nottingham, England) 

(26) Austin L. Rand (Curator of Birds, Chicago Natural 

History Museum, Chicago, III., U.S.A.) 

(27) S. Dillon Ripley (Assistant Curator and Assistant 

Professor, Yale University, Peabody Museum of 
Natural History, New Haven, Connecticut, U.S.A.) 
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(28) Ruth G. Barnes ( Chippenham, Wilts, England) 

(29) Vera Maynard (Hassocks, Sussex, England ) 

(30) Guy Mountfort (, Secretary , British Ornithologists' Union) 

(31) E. O. Hohn (Associate Professor of Physiology, Depart¬ 

ment of Physiology and Pharmacology, University of 
Alberta, Edmonton, Canada) 

(32) A. W. Boyd (Northwich, Cheshire, England) 

(33) John C. S. Ellis (Huddersfield, England) 

(34) J. M. Winterbottom (South African Ornithological 

Society, Cope 7 ohv7, Union of South Africa) 

(35) Theed Pearse ( Comox, Vancouver Is., B.C., Canada) 

(36) Swedish Ornithological Association, Committee of 


11. General objection received from one specialist : One specialist 
intimated a general objection to the use of the Plenary Powers 
in any of the cases relating to ornithological nomenclature dealt 
with in Triple-Part 1/3 of volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature. The specialist from whom this communication 
was received was Dr. R. Verhayen (Institut Royal des Sciences 
Naturelles de Belgique, Bruxelles). The letter received from this 
specialist is reproduced in Part 2 of the Appendix to the present 
Opinion. 


12. Comments directly relating to the present application: 
Particular support for the present application was received from 
the following specialists and groups of specialists:—(1) Dr. A. C. V. 
van Bemmel (formerly Curator, Bird Department, Zoological 
Museum, Bogor, Indonesia )/ (2) M. Noel Mayaud (Faculte des 
Sciences de Paris, Laboratoire d'Evolution des Etres Organises); 
(3) a joint communication from Dr. Josselyn Van Tyne (Ann 
Arbor, Michigan , U.S.A.) and six other United States ornitho¬ 
logists; (4) Dr. W. B. Yapp (University of Birmingham, Zoology 
Department, Birmingham , England). One letter of objection to 
to the present application was received. This was a letter from 
Captain C. H. B. Grant (British Museum (Natural History ), 
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London ), covering a statement signed by himself and five other 
British ornithologists. The communications so received are 
reproduced in the immediately following paragraphs. 

13. Support received from Dr. A. C. V. van Bemmel (formerly 
Curator, Bird Department, Zoological Museum, Bogor, Indonesia): 

On 23rd November 1952 Dr. A. C. V. van Bemmel ( Honorary 
Assistant, Zoologisch Museum, Amsterdam, The Netherlands 
and formerly Curator, Bird Department, Zoological Museum, 
Bogor, Indonesia) addressed a letter to the Commission intimating 
his support for the present and certain other applications relating 
to ornithological nomenclature published in Triple-Part 1/3 of 
volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature. The follow¬ 
ing is an extract of the relevant portion of Dr. van Bemmel’s 
letter:— 

Concerning the notes published in Bull. zool. Nomencl., Vol. 9, 
Part 1/3, pp. 1—106, I should like to inform you as follows:— 

I should like to ask the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature to use its Plenary Powers as is recommended on 
pp. 13—14 ( Colymbus ) . . . 

14. Support received from M. Noel Mayaud (Faculte des 
Sciences de Paris, Laboratoire devolution des Etres Organises): 

On 17th March 1953 M. Noel Mayaud {Faculte des Sciences de 
Paris, Laboratoire des Etres Organises) addressed a letter to the 
Commission enclosing a number of notes on proposals relating to 
ornithological nomenclature published in Triple-Part 1/3 of 
volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature. The note 
furnished by M. Mayaud in regard to the present case was as 
follows:— 

(1) L’usage de Gavia Forster, 1788, est recommandable, Colymbus 
Linne etant sujet a interpretations differentes. 

15. Support received from Dr. Josselyn Van Tyne and six 
other United States ornithologists: On 18th March 1953 Dr. 
Josselyn Van Tyne {Ann Arbor, Michigan, U.S.A.) and the six 
under-mentioned specialists addressed a letter to the Commission 
in support of the present application:—(a) Robert W. Storer 
{Museum of Zoology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
U.S.A.); (b) Andrew J. Berger {Ann Arbor, Michigan, U.S.A.); 
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(c) Olin Sewall Pettingill, Jr. ( Northfield , Minnesota, U.S.A.); 

(d) Frank A. Pitelka {Berkeley, California, U.S.A.); (e) Alden H. 
Miller {Berkeley, California, U.S.A.); (f) John Davis {Los Angeles, 
California, U.S.A. ). The letter so received was as follows:— 

We, the undersigned, wish to express our strong approval of 
proposal No. 1 (concerning Colymbus and Gavia ) published on 
page 3 4 of vol. 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature. We 
hope that your Commission will take favorable action on it. 

16. Support received from Dr. W. B. Yapp (University of 
Birmingham, Zoology Department, Birmingham, England): On 
10th December 1953 Dr. W. B. Yapp {University of Birmingham, 
Zoology Department, Birmingham ) addressed a letter to the 
Commission in support of the present and certain other applica¬ 
tions published in Triple-Part 1/3 of volume 9 of the Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature. The following is an extract of the 
relevant portion of Dr. Yapp’s letter:— 

I should like to support very strongly the following cases referred 
to in Nature 172: 966:—(1) Colymbus and Gavia; . . . 

17. Objection received from Captain C. H. B. Grant (British 
Museum (Natural History), London) and five other British 
ornithologists: On 2nd April 1953 Captain C. H. B. Grant {British 
Museum {Natural History), London) addressed a letter to the 
Commission, covering a statement signed by himself and five 
other British ornithologists objecting to the action proposed in 
the present case. The five other signatories were:—(a) Dr. J. M. 
Harrison {Sevenoaks, Kent); (b) Colonel O. E. Wynne {Fording- 
bridge, Hants.); (c) Mr. R. Wagstaffe {City of Liverpool Public 
Museums, Liverpool); (d) Lieutenant-Commander C. P. Staples, 
R.N. {Ickenham, Middlesex); (e) Mrs. B. P. Hall {London). 
The statement so communicated was as follows:— 

On the genus “ Colymbus ” Linnaeus, 1758 

It is noted that the original argument (see 1915—1916, B.O.U. List 
Brit. Bds.; 399 and 1948, Ibis, 1948: 330), that Brisson divided the 
genus has been dropped and that the “ Law of Elimination ” has now 
been invoked. The Linnean genera are valid and the description of 


4 The page reference cited here is to the page in Triple-Part 1/3 of volume 9 of the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , where the present application appeared as 
proposal No. 1 in the Prescribed Plenary Powers Notice. 
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the genus Colymbus on pp. 84 and 135 could apply to either the divers 
or grebes. Latham, Syn. Bds. Suppl. 1: 294 in 1787 placed the grebes 
in the genus Podiceps. Latham, on p. 295, gives four divers which 
appears to point to his having used the 1766 edition of Linnaeus, and 
no doubt he also knew the 1758 edition wherein only one diver is given. 
Even so Latham was the first author to remove the grebes from the 
Linnean genus Colymbus and leave in that genus the one species in 
the 1758 edition and the four species in the 1766 edition. 

Latham’s action was valid in accordance with Art. 30(k) and 
Opinion 6. C. arcticus has rightly been accepted by all British 
systematic ornithologists as the type species of the genus Colymbus. 
The Commission’s “ Law of Elimination ” is inapplicable to this case 
and has not been recognised by systematic ornithologists in the 
designation of type species. Where one valid specific name has been 
left in a genus it automatically establishes itself as the type species. 
This is the practical and common-sense view to take. 

Baird, Brewer, and Ridgway, 1884 ( Water Bds. N. Amer. 2: 425), use 
the words 66 type by elimination ” and in their footnote base their 
action on Sundevall, 1872, Met . Av. Nat., p. xxix, who bases his 
arguments on the erroneous assumption that Brisson divided the 
genus Colymbus of Linnaeus. It would appear that under the 
I.C.Z.N. “ Law of Elimination,” Baird, Brewer, and Ridgway’s action 
is invalid. 

The arguments put forward to the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature are, in our opinion, unsound and in¬ 
sufficient to support their case to suppress the valid Linnaeus’ genus 
Colymbus. We would never agree to the suppression of any of 
Linnaeus’ valid genera. 

After Latham’s action in 1787 Colymbus cristatus could no longer 
be regarded as in the genus Colymbus, and could not in 1884 be selected 
as the type species of that genus as it had already been established as 
the type species of the genus Podiceps Latham, and cannot be divorced 
from it. If it is to be allowed that any author can remove a type 
species from a genus it is difficult to see how any genus and its type 
species can have any permanent standing. 

It may be mentioned that Gavia first appears in Brisson on p. 171 
of Vol. 6, as Gavia grisea and Brisson’s system would be Larus gavia 
grisea. Brisson has no genus Gavia and Gmelin (S.G.), 1770 (Reise 
Russland , 1: 152), merely quotes Brisson’s Gavia ridibunda phoenicops , 
and in doing so has not proposed Gavia as a genus. 

Gavia, as introduced by Forster, 1788 (Ench. Hist. Nat.: 38), is a 
name introduced into literature, but not into nomenclature, as no 
species names are given. It was introduced into nomenclature by 
Allen, 1908, Bull. amer. Mus. nat. Hist. 24: 35), who gave Colymbus 
imber Gunnerus, as the type species. It would appear that Gavia is 
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of Allen, 1908, not of Forster, 1788, in which case Gavia Allen, 1908, 
is pre-occupied by Gavia Swainson, 1837 {Class. Bds. 2: 373), type 
species Gavia leucoceps Swainson. 

We are of opinion that Gavia is unavailable as a genus for the divers, 
and that Colymbus should be accepted with C. arcticus as the type 
species. We agree with Salomonsen, 1951 {Proc. 10 th Int. Orn. 
Cong.: 151), that “ the use of Colymbus as the name of the divers ought 
to have been continued,” but disagree with his proposal to suppress 
this genus. 


III.—THE DECISION TAKEN BY THE INTERNATIONAL 

COMMISSION ON ZOOLOGICAL NOMENCLATURE 

18. Issue of Voting Paper V.P.(54)62: On 14th May 1954, 
a Voting Paper (V.P.(54)62) was issued in which the Members 
of the Commission were invited to vote either for, or against, 
“ the proposal relating to the name Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, 
and matters connected therewith as specified in Points (1) to (4) 
in the Appendix printed on pages 13 and 14 of volume 9 of the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature ” (i.e. in the Appendix to 
the Supplementary Report reproduced in paragraph 5 of the 
present Opinion ). 

19. The Prescribed Voting Period: As the foregoing Voting 
Paper was issued under the Three-Month Rule, the Prescribed 
Voting Period closed on 14th August 1954. 

20. Particulars of the Voting on Voting Paper V.P.(54)62: At 

the close of the Prescribed Voting Period, the state of the voting 
on Voting Paper V.P.(54)62 was as follows:— 

(a) Affirmative Votes had been given by the following nineteen 
(19) Commissioners {arranged in the order in which Votes 
were received): 

Boschma; Holthuis; Lemche; Dymond; Hering; 
Yokes; Esaki; Riley; Bonnet; Bradley (J.C.); 


44 


OPINIONS AND DECLARATIONS 


Hemming; do Amaral; Pearson; Hanko; Sylvester- 
Bradley; Mertens; Cabrera; Stoll; Jaczewski; 

(b) Negative Votes: 

None; 


(c) Voting Papers not returned: 

None. 

21. Declaration of Result of Vote: On 17th August 1954, 
Mr. Hemming, Secretary to the International Commission, acting 
as Returning Officer for the Vote taken on Voting Paper 
V.P.(54)62, signed a Certificate that the Votes cast were as set 
out in paragraph 20 above and declaring that the proposal 
submitted in the foregoing Voting Paper had been duly adopted 
and that the decision so taken was the decision of the International 
Commission in the matter aforesaid. 

22. Preparation of the Ruling given in the present “ Opinion ”: 

On 29th September 1955 Mr. Hemming prepared the Ruling 
given in the present Opinion and at the same time signed a 
Certificate that the terms of that Ruling were in complete accord 
with those of the proposal approved by the International Com¬ 
mission in its Vote on Voting Paper V.P.(54)62. 

23. Original References: The following are the original 
references for the names placed on Official Lists and Official 
Indexes by the Ruling given in the present Opinion :— 

Colymbus Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 1 : 135 
Colymbus Paetel, 1875, Fam. Gatt. Moll. : 50 
Colymbus Hadding, 1913, Univ. Arask. Lund (n.f.) 9 (2) No. 15): 79 
cristatus, Colymbus, Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 1 : 135 
Gavia Brisson, 1760, Ornithologie 6 : 196 
Gavia Gmelin (S. G.), 1770, Reise Russl. 1 : 152 
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Gavia Forster, 1788, Euchiridion Hist. nat. : 38 

Gavia Oken, 1816, Lehrbuch Naturgesch. 3 (Zool.) (2) : 537 

Gavia Boie, 1822, Oken’s Isis 10 : 563 

Gavia Gloger, 1842, Hand- und Hilfsbuch Naturgesch. 1 : 433 

immer, Colymbus, Brunnich, 1764, Orn. boreal. : 38 

Podiceps Latham, 1787, Suppl. gen. Synopsis Birds [1] : 294 

24. Family-Group-Name Aspects: The present application was 
submitted before, under a Directive issued by the Fourteenth 
International Congress of Zoology, Copenhagen, 1953, it became 
the duty of the Commission, when placing a generic name on the 
Official List of Generic Names in Zoology, to investigate the 
question whether that generic name had been taken as the base 
for the name of a family-group taxon. In the present case 
important family-group names are involved and under the 
Ruling given in the present Opinion, taken in conjunction with the 
Ruling given in Declaration 20 (1955, Ops. Decls. int. Comm, 
zool. Nomenc. 10 : 1—viii), the well-known family name 
colymbidae becomes invalid simultaneously with the suppression 
under the Plenary Powers of the name of its type genus ( Colymbus 
Linnaeus, 1758). The consequences at the family-group-name 
level are at present being investigated in a separate File bearing 
the Registered Number Z.N.(G.)127. 

25. At the time of the submission of the present application 
the name applicable to the second portion of a binomen was 
“ trivial name ”. This was altered to “ specific name ” by the 
Fourteenth International Congress of Zoology, Copenhagen, 
1953, which at the same time made corresponding changes in 
the titles of the Official List and Official Index of names of this 
category. These changes in terminology have been incorporated 
in the Ruling given in the present Opinion. 

26. The prescribed procedures were duly complied with by the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature in dealing 
with the present case, and the present Opinion is accordingly 
hereby rendered in the name of the said International Com¬ 
mission by the under-signed Francis Hemming, Secretary to the 
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International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, in virtue 
of all and every the powers conferred upon him in that behalf. 

27. The present Opinion shall be known as Opinion Four 
Hundred and One (401) of the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature. 


Done in London, this Twenty-Ninth day of September, 
Nineteen Hundred and Fifty-Five. 

Secretary to the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature 


FRANCIS HEMMING 


OPINION 401 


47 


APPENDIX 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORNITHOLOGICAL 
INSTITUTIONS, GROUPS OF ORNITHOLOGISTS 
AND INDIVIDUAL SPECIALISTS ON THE PRESENT 
AND OTHER PROPOSALS ON ORNITHOLOGICAL 
NOMENCLATURE PUBLISHED IN TRIPLE-PART 
1/3 OF VOLUME 9 OF THE “ BULLETIN OF 
ZOOLOGICAL NOMENCLATURE ” 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORNITHOLOGICAL 
INSTITUTIONS, GROUPS OF ORNITHOLOGISTS 
AND INDIVIDUAL SPECIALISTS ON THE PRESENT 
AND OTHER PROPOSALS ON ORNITHOLOGICAL 
NOMENCLATURE PUBLISHED IN TRIPLE-PART 
1/3 OF VOLUME 9 OF THE “ BULLETIN OF 
ZOOLOGICAL NOMENCLATURE ” 


PART 1.—STATEMENTS RECEIVED FROM THIRTY- 
SIX ORNITHOLOGICAL INSTITUTIONS, GROUPS OF 
ORNITHOLOGISTS AND INDIVIDUAL SPECIALISTS 
SUPPORTING GENERALLY THE ACTION PROPOSED 


DOCUMENT 1/1 
By ERWIN STRESEMANN 

(Zoologisches Museum, Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin, Germany) 
(letter dated 3rd November 1952) 

The twenty-two applications in your list in Parts 1/3 of volume 9 
of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature meet my fullest approval. 
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DOCUMENT 1/2 
By G. DIESSELHORST 

(Leiter der Ornith. Abteilung, Zoologische Sammlung des Baver- 
ischen Staates, Miinchen, Germany) 

(letter dated 20th November 1952) 

I fully agree to recommendation of the 22 applications published in 
Triple-Part 1/3 of volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature. 
The acceptance of these applications by the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature, would be a noteworthy step for 
stabilisation of Zoological Nomenclature I think. Refusal of the 
applications certainly would give a severe shock to confidence in 
taxonomy to many zoologists, especially to non-taxonomists. 


DOCUMENT 1/3 

By ERNST SCHUZ 

(Staatliches Museum fur Naturkunde in Stuttgart , Germany) 

(letter dated 24th November 1952) 

Ich stimme alien Empfehlungen in Vol. 9 des Bull. zool. Nomencl. 
von 15. Oktober 1952 zu. 


DOCUMENT 1/4 

By K. H. VOOUS 

(Curator of Birds , Zoologisch Museum , Amsterdam , The Nether¬ 
lands) 

(letter dated 25th November 1952) 

This is to inform you that I fully agree with the recommendations of 
the Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature submitted 
to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, as 
mentioned in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , vol. 9, part 1—3, 
1952, pp. 1—106. 

I also agree with all further recommendations in the said Bulletin 
that seek to achieve the much desired stabilisation in the nomenclature 
of birds. 
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DOCUMENT 1/5 

By forty-three Members of the Scottish Ornithological Club 
(letter dated 26th November 1952) 

We, the undersigned, regard stability in ornithological nomen¬ 
clature as most important and are in agreement with all the 
recommendations as outlined in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomen¬ 
clature (1952) Vol. 9, pp. 1—106. 


K. Williamson 

A. G. S. Bryson 

John Berry 

E. M. Yeoman (Mrs.) 

Evelyn V. Baxter (Miss) 

Ian F. Holroyd 

Beryl K. Holmes (Mrs.) 

D. Dover Wilson (Mrs.) 

J. A. Gibson 

G. V. Holmes 

Alan M. Watt 

G. M. Porter (Mrs.) 

W. V. Flower (Miss) 

Margaret Swan (Mrs.) 

F. Darling 

Roger Harkness 

M. Irene Kinnear (Miss) 

Elizabeth A. Robertson (Miss) 

Ian V. Balfour Paul 

John MacRae 

Andrew T. Macmillan 

K. W. Werninck (Miss) 

Helen A. Wright (Miss) 

Andrew Currie 

Patrick W. Sandeman 

Donald Watson 

M. F. M. Meiklejohn 

John Boyes 

T. Yeoman 

Herbert Dacker 

J. E. King 

W. Jimmy R. Young 

E. A. R. Ennion 

J. H. B. Munro 

D. G. Andrew 

R. W. Jackson 

J. D. Cranfield (Miss) 

F. D. Hamilton 

E. R. Laudells (Miss) 

C. K. Mylne 

K. S. Macgregor 

R. W. J. Smith 

D. Ennion (Mrs.) 


DOCUMENT 1/6 

By Count NILS GYLDENSTOLPE 

{Naturhistoriska Riksmuseum, Stockholm , Sweden ) 

(letter dated 26th November 1952) 

I have seen the recommendations in Vol. 9 of the Bulletin of Zoo¬ 
logical Nomenclature , and in the interests of stability I agree with their 
adoption. 
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DOCUMENT 1/7 

By R. KUHK 

(Vogelwarte Radolfzell der Max-Planck-Gesellschaft zur Forderung 
der Wissenschaften, Schloss Moggingen , Bodensee ) 

(letter dated 28th November 1952) 

Ich stimme alien Empfehlungen in Vol. 9 des Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature vom 15 Okt. 1952 zu. 


DOCUMENT 1/8 
By J. STEINBACHER 

( Forschungs-Institut und Natur-Museum Senckenberg , Senckenberg- 
Anlage , Frankfurt a.M ., Germany) 

(letter dated 6th December 1952) 

Dr. Erwin Stresemann, Berlin, has informed me of the applications 
relating to the names of birds submitted to the International Com¬ 
mission on Zoological Nomenclature for decision, and I herewith 
declare that I agree with all the recommendations set out in Parts 1/3 
of volume 9 of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , dated 15th 
Oct. 1952. 


DOCUMENT 1/9 
By G. NIETHAMMER 

Zoologisches Forschungsinstitut und Museum Alexander Koenig 
Reichsinstitut , Bonn , Germany) 

(letter dated 6th December 1952) 

I agree to all the recommendations set out in Vol. 9 of the Bull . zool 
NomencL dated 15th October, 1952. 


OPINION 401 


53 


DOCUMENT 1/10 
By G. C. A. JUNGE 

t Rijksmuseum van Natuurlijke Historie, Leiden) 

(letter dated 8th December 1952) 

1 was much interested in the proposals of the Standing Committee on 
Ornithological Nomenclature of the International Ornithological 
Congress, which are published in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomen¬ 
clature , vol. 9, pt. 1/3. As most ornithologists, I am anxious that 
stability m ornithological nomenclature shall be attained and I 
seriously hope that the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature will use its powers to attain this end. 


DOCUMENT 1/11 


By B. RENSCH 

c Zoologisches Institut der Westfdlischen Landes-Universitdt, Munster 
(West/.), Germany) 

(letter dated 10th December 1952) 

I agree with all the recommendations set out in Volume 9 of the 
Bull. zoo/. Nomencl. dated 15th October, 1952. 
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DOCUMENT 1/12 


By Ten Danish Zoologists working with scientific ornithology 
(statement dated 11th December 1952) 


We undersigned Danish zoologists, working with scientific ornith¬ 
ology, have noted with satisfaction the attempt made by the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature to attain 
stability in ornithological nomenclature. We take the opportunity 
to announce that we are in agreement with the recommendations set 
out in the recent issue (Vol. 9, triple part 1/3, 1952) of the Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature :— 


R. Sparck, 

Prof., Ph.Dr., 

Zoological Museum, 
Copenhagen 
H. Yolsoe, 

Assistant, Ph.Dr., 

Zool. Department, 

Univ. of Copenhagen 
Finn Salomonsen, 

Assistant, Ph.Dr., 

Zoological Museum, 
Copenhagen 
Knud Paludan, 

Assistant, Ph.Dr., 

Danish Game Investigations, 
Ronde 

Holger Poulsen, 

Inspector, M.Sc., 

Zoological Gardens, 
Copenhagen 


M. Degerbol, 

Keeper, Ph.Dr. 
Zoological Museum, 
Copenhagen 
H. Johansen, 

Assistant, Ph.Dr., 
Zoological Museum, 
Copenhagen 
F. W. Braestrup, 

Assistant, Ph. Dr., 
Zoological Museum, 
Copenhagen 
B. Loppenthin, M.Sc., 
University Library, 
Copenhagen 

V. Holstein, Ph.Dr., 
Chairman of 
Danish Ornith. Society, 
Jaegerspris 


DOCUMENT 1/13 


By R. DROST 

(Vogelwarte Helgoland , Institut fiir Vogelforschung , Wilhelm shaven, 
Germany ) 

(letter dated 13th December 1952) 

I agree to all the recommendations set out in Volume 9 of the BulL 
zooL Nomenclature dated 15th October, 1952. 
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DOCUMENT 1/14 
By HELMUTH O. WAGNER 

C Direktor , Museum fur Natiir-Volker - und Handelskunde , Bremen , 
German) 

(letter dated 15th December 1952) 

1 have the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , Vol. 9, dated 15th 
October, 1952, and agree to all the recommendations set out in this 
publication. I hope that it will be the foundation for the future. 


DOCUMENT 1/15 

By the Board of the Netherland Ornithological Society 
(letter dated 17th December 1952) 

The Board of the Netherland Ornithological Society has unanimously 
advised us to inform you about its approval of the recommendations 
of the Standing Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature sub¬ 
mitted to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, 
as mentioned in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature vol. 9 part 
1—3, 1952, pp. 1—106. 

It also agrees with all further recommendations in the said Bulletin 
that aim at achieving the much desired stabilisation in the nomen¬ 
clature of birds. 

(signed) Prof. Dr. L. F. de Beaufort, Chairman 
( „ ) Dr. K. H. Voous, Secretary 


DOCUMENT 1/16 

By Miss PHYLLIS BARCLAY SMITH 
and five other British zoologists 

(statement dated 23rd December 1952) 

We the undersigned, wish to support stability in Nomenclature, and 
register our agreement with all the recommendations as outlined in 
the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , Vol. IX, part 1/3 (1952), 

pp. 1—106. 

Miss Phyllis Barclay Smith Edward Hindle 

R. S. Fitter Sir Philip Manson Barr 

Eric Simms P. Hollom 
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DOCUMENT 1/17 

By JEAN DELACOUR 

{Los Angeles County Museum, Los Angeles, California, U.S.A.) 
(letter dated 5th January 1953) 

I hope to attend the Zoological Congress at Copenhagen next 
August, and to take part in the discussions about systematics and 
nomenclature. I would like to say now that I am in full accord with 
Meinertzhagen’s proposals. 


DOCUMENT 1/18 

By T. A. M. JACK. 

{London) 

(letter dated 8th January 1953) 

I wish to record with you my strong approval of Col. Meinertzhagen’s 
attempt to attain stability in ornithological nomenclature, as set out in 
his note in the current number of Ibis. 


DOCUMENT 1/19 

By E. H. BROMLEY 
{Gosport, Hants) 

(letter dated 8th January 1953) 

Stability in Zoological Nomenclature: I am in agreement with the 
recommendations in favour of stability in zoological nomenclature 
proposed in Ibis, vol. 95, No. 1, Jan. 1953. 
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DOCUMENT 1/20 


By ERNST MAYR 

{then of the American Museum of Natural History , New York , 
now at the Museum of Comparative Zoology at Harvard College , 
Cambridge , Mass) 

(extract from letter dated 8th January 1953) 

I have just returned from a three month stay at Seattle where I was 
visiting professor at the University of Washington. One of the first 
things I did after my return was to study carefully the petitions to the 
International Commission published in Parts 1/3 of volume 9 of the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature . I fully support these petitions 
except for the issues specified in the subsequent paragraphs. 5 


DOCUMENT 1/21 


By V. S. Edwards 
( Newbury , Berks) 

(letter dated 9th January 1953) 

Re Nomenclature, Ibis, vol. 95, No. 1, pp. 149—151. I strongly 
favour stability and agree with the recommendations. 


5 The remainder of the above letter was concerned with the following applications:— 
(1) Z.N.(S.)454 (portion relating to the specific name pacificus Gmelin, [1789], 
Turdus ); (2) Z.N.(S.)493 (specific name of the Song Thrush); (3) Z.N.(S.)575 
(Capella Frenzel, 1801, and Gallinago Koch, 1816). Decisions have now been 
taken by the Commission in each of these cases. That on the name Turdus 
pacificus has been embodied in Opinion 409, that on the specific name for the 
Song Thrush in Opinion 405, and that on the Capella!Gallinago problem in 
Direction 39. The above documents are now all in the press. The two Opinions 
will be published in the present volume, while Direction 39 will be published in 
Section D of volume 1. In addition, Dr. Mayr’s letter contained a concluding 
paragraph on the subject of Application Z.N.(S.)834 (relationship, for the 
purposes of the Law of Homonymy, of specific names differing from one another 
in spelling only by reason of differences in spelling arising from the adoption of 
different methods of transliterating the same word in the Latin alphabet from 
some other alphabet). The question of principle raised in this application was 
settled by the International Congress of Zoology, Copenhagen, 1953. The 
question of the relationship to one another of the names specified in the foregoing 
application has been the subject of a decision by the Commission which has now 
been embodied in Declaration 23. This Declaration , which will be published as 
Part 2 of the present volume, is now in the press. 
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DOCUMENT 1/22 


By W. M. Congreve 

(, Salisbury , Wilts.) 

(letter dated 10th January 1953) 

This is to register my agreement in favour of ornithological nomen¬ 
clature as on record in Colonel Meinertzhagen’s letter in Ibis , vol. 95, 
p. 151. I know little about the subject, but consider that the constant 
changes have become a complete curse to serious students who 
correspond, etc., with foreigners overseas. Anything to get stability is 
worthwhile. 


DOCUMENT 1/23 

By F. J. F. BARRINGTON 
(London) 

(letter dated 11th January 1953) 

I am in agreement with the recommendations published in Ibis , 
1953, Vol. 95, p. 149 and 150. 


DOCUMENT 1/24 

By Ten Parasitologists interested in ornithological nomenclature 
from the point of view of the names of host species 

(statement dated 11th January 1953) 


We, the undersigned, as parasitologists, welcome any serious effort 
to attain stability in bird nomenclature. A great deal of our time is 
wasted due to changes of host names. We are not concerned with the 
rights or wrongs of individual names, but will support any steps which 
prevent confusion and change in the scientific names of birds. We 
are, therefore, in favour of the recommendations as outlined in the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature , vol. 9 (1952); 1—106. 


G. H. E. Hopkins 

F. G. A. M. Smit 
Karl Jordan 

G. O. Evans 
E. Browning 


S. Prudhoe 
Miriam Rothschild 
N. Tebble 
Theresa Clay 

M. A. R. Ansari (Institute of 
Hygiene & Tropical Medicine , 
Lahore , Pakistan) 
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DOCUMENT 1/25 

By S. ALLISON 
{Nottingham) 

(letter dated 15th January 1953) 

With T. Meinertzhagen’s letter in the current issue of the Ibis on 
stability for Ornithological Nomenclature I am in complete agreement. 

As Secretary of the Nottingham and District Bird Watching Society, 
I have to inform you that this subject has been discussed among the 
members, and we are unanimously in favour of the views expressed in 
the above letter. 


DOCUMENT 1/26 
By AUSTIN L. RAND 

{Curator of Birds , Chicago Natural History Museum , Chicago , 
Illinois, U.S.A.) 

(letter dated 15th January 1953) 

I have recently studied Volume 9 (Parts 1/3) of the Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature and wish to express my appreciation of this 
fine step that you are taking in stabilising nomenclature. 

As a museum ornithologist I have found that the changing of names 
for technical reasons are the bugbears of my existence. There seems 
no end to it. 

Thanks to the splendid start you have made, stability seems in 
sight. 

Again let me congratulate you. 
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DOCUMENT 1/27 
By S. DILLON RIPLEY 

(Assistant Curator and Assistant Professor, Zoology , Yale Uni¬ 
versity, Peabody Museum of Natural History, New Haven, 
Connecticut, U.S.A.) 

(Extract from a letter dated 16th January 1953 6 ) 

As one who was present at the meeting at Uppsala in 1950 when the 
International Committee on Bird Nomenclature was organized, and 
as one who is interested in sound systematic practice, I was very much 
pleased and interested to look over vol. 9, pts. 1/3, of the Bulletin of 
Zoological Nomenclature . I heartily concur in the measures suggested 
and feel that these will contribute materially to relieve dangerous 
tendencies to upset long-established names, the changing of which 
would put a grievous burden on the systematists concerned. 

With hearty good wishes to you on the production of this valuable 
volume of the Bulletin. 


DOCUMENT 1/28 

By RUTH G. BARNES 

(< Chippenham , Wiltshire ) 

(letter dated 17th January 1953) 

Having read in this month’s number of Ibis, Colonel Meinertzhagen’s 
addendum to the proposals for the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature, I should like, as a member of the British 
Ornithologists’ Union, to support his plea for stability in Ornith¬ 
ological Nomenclature. 


6 The portion of the above letter which is not reproduced above is concerned with 
application Z.N.(S.)493 (specific name of the Song Thrush), on which a decision 
has now been taken by the Commission. This decision has been embodied in 
Opinion 405 which is now in the press and will be published in Part 4 of the 
present volume. 
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DOCUMENT 1/29 

By Miss VERA MAYNARD 
{Hassocks, Sussex) 

(letter dated 18th January 1953) 

I have read in Ibis the proposals submitted to the International 
Commission for the stabilisation of nomenclature. I write to say that 
I am in full agreement with this, and consider it an important and 
essential step. 


DOCUMENT 1/30 

By GUY MOUNTFORT 

(- Secretary, British Ornithologists' Union) 

(letter dated 30th January 1953) 

I write to inform you that I fully approve the recommendations 
made in the last issue of Ibis (page 151) for the sane reform of 
nomenclature. 


DOCUMENT 1/31 


By E. O. HOHN 

{Associate Professor of Physiology, Department of Physiology and 
Pharmacology, University of Alberta, Edmonton, Canada) 

(letter dated 10th February 1953) 

I should like to express my agreement with the recommendations in 
Ibis, vol. 95, No. 1, 1953, aimed at stabilising ornithological nomen¬ 
clature. Though ignorant of taxonomic technique, I have suffered at 
times from the name-changing which has resulted from the unrestricted 
application of taxonomic work in nomenclature. 
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DOCUMENT 1/32 


By A. W. BOYD 
( Northwich , Cheshire) 

(extract from a letter dated 11th February 1953) 

Col. Meinertzhagen’s Ibis letter. I cannot pretend to an interest in 
bird nomenclature and have been hoping in vain for a really stable 
list of names which can be used in perpetuity. Any plan whatever to 
stop these frequent changes would have me as an ardent backer. 


DOCUMENT 1/33 

By JOHN C. S. ELLIS 
(Huddersfield) 

(letter dated 18th February 1953) 

As a member of the B.O.U., I wish to take the opportunity, in the 
interests of stability, of stating my agreement with the proposals for 
zoological nomenclature as set out in the current number of Ibis 
(vol. 95, No. 1, 1953). 


DOCUMENT 1/34 
By J. M. WINTERBOTTOM 

(South African Ornithological Society , Cape Town , Union of South 
Africa) 

(letter dated 9th March 1953) 

This is to signify my support for the proposals recorded as 
Recommendations 1—22 of the Standing Committee on Ornithological 
Nomenclature in the current number of Ibis . 
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DOCUMENT 1/35 

By THEED PEARSE 

( Comox , Vancouver Is., B.C., Canada ) 

(letter dated 27th March 1953) 

I see by the last number of Ibis that Col. Meinertzhagen asks members 
to express their views on the question of stability in nomenclature. 

May I add my humble voice in favour, as an amateur. This 
perpetual changing of the scientific names has been most worrying. 
After all, with most it is the bird, not its scientific name, that is of 
primary interest. 


DOCUMENT 1/36 

By the Committee of the Swedish Ornithological Association 
(letter from Professor Sven Horstadius dated 14th April 1953) 

The Committee of the Swedish Ornithological Association (1,900 
members) has studied the proposals put forth by the Standing 
Committee on Ornithological Nomenclature in vol. 9 (Parts 1/3), 15th 
October 1952, of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature . In order 
to favour stabilisation of nomenclature, the Committee supports these 
proposals. f 
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PART 2.—STATEMENT RECEIVED FROM ONE 
SPECIALIST OBJECTING GENERALLY TO THE ACTION 

PROPOSED 


DOCUMENT 2/1 

Comment by R. VERHEYEN 

(Institut Royal des Sciences Naturelles de Belgique , Bruxelles) 
(letter dated 3rd December 1952) 

Remarque generate: J’ai Phonneur de vous informer que je partage 
Pavis de ceux qui sollicitent Vapplication integrale des Regies, sauf:— 

1° en ce qui concerne les erreurs typographiques quand cellesci 
ont ete reconnues comme telles par les auteurs dans leurs publications 
ulterieures, 

2° quand la description des formes se prete a confusion et lorsque 
Pauteur dans ses publications ulterieures ne fournit plus aucun 
complement d’information. 

La bibliographie n’est non seulement une branche auxilliaire de la 
Systematique, mais elle Pest aussi de toute autre science. Nos 
contemporains manifestent distinctement la tendance a sousestimer la 
valeur des investigations entreprises au cours des siecles ecoules. Ce 
que constitue un manque grave d’egards a ceux de nos predurseurs qui 
n’ont pas manque de contribuer a l’epanouissement des sciences 
naturelles. 

A mon avis la consecration officielle d’une erreur d’interpretation 
constituera un prejudice beaucoup plus grave a la discipline scientifique 
qu’elle accordera d’avantages a la pratique. 


Printed in England by Metcalfe & Cooper Limited, 10-24 Scrutton St., London E C 2 



